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THE THEORY OF THE COMPOSITION OF THE 
SACRAMENTS IN EARLY SCHOLASTICISM 
(1100-1240) 


II. TRANSITIONAL PERIOD (1160-1225) 


After Peter Lombard up to the time of William of 
Auxerre, the problem of the composition of the sacraments 
did not make any substantial progress. True enough, 
the authors of that period are by no means hostile to the 
theories of their predecessors. Nevertheless they recur 
but seldom to the formulas of the Victorines or Peter Lom- 
bard, and they neglect to test them systematically with 
the newer developments of sacramental theology. This 
lack of interest is the reason why the transmission and 
adaptation of the previous theories result, at this period, 
in a rather confused terminology and doctrine. 

Nonetheless, by comparing the sporadic texts it is pos- 
sible to gather some valuable material. Indeed, the grad- 
ual extension of the existing formulas to the sacraments 
in particular, the interesting attempt at a new solution 


by Simon of Tournay, and the growing influence of the 
hylemorphic terminology pave the way to a doctrinal re- 
newal, which will take place shortly after William of 
Auxerre publishes his Summa aurea. 


1. TRANSMISSION AND APPLICATION OF THE PRECEDING THEORIES. 


To our knowledge, no Summa, either canonical or theo- 
logical, no collection of Questions or Disputations, pub- 
lished during the years 1160-1230, has expressly placed 
or discussed the problem of the composition of the sacra- 
ments. Occasionally one meets with the preceding form- 
ulas. In favor of the one handed down by the Summa 
Sententiarum, we may cite Robert Paululus ' and Lothar 
of Segni, * both liturgists, and also one theologian, Rad- 





1. De caeremoniis, I, 12, (PL 177, 388 D): Sacramentum autem in tribus consistit, 
videlicet in factis, in dictis, in rebus; in rebus, ut est aqua et oleum; in dictis, ut est 
invocatio Trinitatis; in factis, ut est submersio in aquam et insufflatio. 

2. De sacro altaris mysterio, IV, 20 (PL 217, 882 A): Sacramentum vero consistit 
in tribus: rebus, factis et verbis, secundum proprietatem, similitudinem et interpreta- 
tionem... Res, ut aqua baptismi vel aqua (read oleum) ; factum, ut signaculum cru- 
cis; verbum, ut invocatio Trinitatis. 


117 
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ulph Ardens.* Lombard’s formula is somewhat better 
attested by reason of the spreading influence of his Book 
of Sentences; it is indeed found in the Gloss of Pseudo- 
Peter of Poitiers and the Glosses that depend upon it, * 
and also in the Summas of Gandulph of Bologna, * Peter 
Comestor® and Magister Udo.’ It should be noticed 
however that even important glossators, like those of 
Bamberg 128 and the third of Naples Naz. C VII, as well 
as abbreviators like Magister Bandinus, omit mentioning 
or commenting on Lombard’s general statement on the 
res and verbum of the sacraments. The more independ- 
ent theologians are still more reticent. Peter of Poitiers 
provides for the question, * but neglects to treat it. Peter 
the Chanter says incidentally that nearly all sacraments, 
except marriage, consist in a verbum and elementum; 
yet, the very vagueness of his statement proves suffi- 
ciently that he did not pay much attention to the problem.’ 

In general, the quotations of either formula are unac- 
companied by any further comment or explanation. The 
Gloss of Pseudo-Peter of Poitiers constitutes the only ex- 
ception to the rule. Here indeed we find the first attempt 
at harmonizing both formulas. After referring Lom- 
bard’s opinion in a way which already discloses an influ- 
ence of the corresponding text of Hugh of Saint-Victor, *° 
the anonymous author objects that the latter admits, not 
two, but three components in each sacrament, res, facta 





3. Speculum universale (Paris Nat. lat. 3229, f. 110b>—Vat. lat. 1175, £. 123¢): Tria 
vero sunt in quibus sacramenta consistunt, scilicet verba, res et operatio ministrorum. 
Ut exempli gratia: in baptismi sacramento sunt verba invocatio Trinitatis, res elemen- 
tum aquae, operatio ministri trina immersio. 

4. See texts infra p. 119, and ibid. nn. 11-14. 

5. Sentent., IV, § 2 (ed. J. de Walter, 386): Duo autem sunt in quibus sacramen- 
tum consistit, scilicet res et verba: verba, ut in invocatione Trinitatis, res ut aqua, oleum. 
— This text and the two that follow are simply transcriptions of Peter, Lombard’s Sen- 
tent. IV, d. 1, c. 5 (ed. Quaracchi, 748). 

6. De sacramentis (ed. R. Martin in Spicilegium sacrum lovaniense, XVII, 9). 

7. Sentent. (Rome Vallicell. F. 62, £. 90V). 

8. Sentent. V, 1 (PL 211, 1228 B): Unde considerandum est quid sit sacramen- 
tum, et quae causae institutionis sacramentorum et in quibus consistunt. — Nothing 
responds to the last point in the exposition that follows. 

9. Summa de sacramentis et consiliis animae (Paris Nat. lat. 14521, f. 8>): In 
sacramento baptismi, sicut fere in omnibus aliis praeter coniugium, duo concurrunt, 
verbum videlicet et elementum. 

10. He comments on Lombard’s text by the Victorine expression sacramentorum 
materia. Cf. first part of this article, Franciscan Studies 11 (1951) 19. 
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and verba. Although he depends visibly upon the form- 
ula of Hugh’s De sacramentis, he suppresses the disjunc- 
tive aut... aut... of his source and understands the sen- 
tence in the conjunctive sense which the Summa Senten- 
tiarum had given it. In order to reconcile the two form- 
ulas, he proposes an alternative solution: either the res of 
Lombard comprehends the materia and facta of De sacra- 
mentis, or the sacramentum of Hugh of Saint-Victor must 
be taken in the broad sense of sacred sign. The glossator 
himself prefers the second alternative, but the first be- 
speaks a more critical spirit as it admits the presence in 
Lombard’s theory of a real lacuna and foreshadows the 
solution of the future. 


“In quibus consistat sacramentum,” id est sacramentorum materia. Dicit autem 
esse duo: res et verba; res, ut elementum aquae et oleum et chrisma in baptismo; 
verba, ut invocationem Trinitatis et quasdam alias orationes. 

Magister tamen Hugo de Sancto Victore tria dicit esse: res, verba et facta; ut 
sicut id quod est homo, id est anima et corpus, et id quod est hominis, id est verba 
et facta, ita omnia quae extra hominem sunt, ut res, facta et verba, ad eius (re) crea- 
tionem adhibeantur; res, ut aqua in baptismo, oleum in unctione extrema; verba, ut 
invocatio Trinitatis et exorcismi et aliae orationes; facta, ut crucis impressio, genu- 
fiexio, manuum expansio. 

Potest tamen dici quod Magister hoc nomen “res” hic large accepit pro rebus, id 
est sacramentorum materia et factis; vel, quod melius est, dici potest quod Magister 
Hugo large complectitur sacramentum pro his quae sunt in salutem, in exercitationem 
et praeparationem, Magister vero pro his quae sunt in salutem. !1 


A certain number of Glosses have accepted this solution 
in its entirety or in part. Such is the case in the Gloss 
of Munich 22288 '* and the ones referred to by J. de Ghel- 
linck. '* Among the latter however, some point out that, 
the facta, if they be understood under the res, do not be- 
long to the substance of the sacraments. '* For all their 
superficiality these comments will find their way into the 
Commentaries on the Sentences of the following epoch; 
echoes of them can be perceived in the Commentaries of 


ll. Paris Nat. lat. 14423, £. 93>. 

12. F. 82c¢: “Verba et res”: facta ideo personae (!) de quibus primo, sed in rebus 
possunt intelligi. 

13. Les notes marginales du “Liber Sententiarum”, in Revue d’Hist. ecclés., XIV 
(1913) 531-532. The author quotes extracts from Paris Nat. lat. 16378, f. 724 and 
15701, £. 130¢, Vat. lat. 686, f. 175¢. He refers also to the Glosses of Florence Laurenz. 
Plut. dext. XXIV, cod. 1, f. O4, Oxford New College 107 and Vat. lat. 693, £. 75¢. 

14. For instance Paris Nat. lat. 16378, {. 724: Duo autem sunt. Hugo tamen his 
duobus adnumerat facta. Sed comprehunduntur sub rebus nec pertinent facta ad sub- 
stantiam sacramenti, sed magis ad usum. 
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Alexander of Hales, '® Albert the Great,’® St. Bonaven- 
ture '’ and even St. Thomas. '* At the present time how- 
ever, they are confined to the literary genre of the Glosses. 

At any rate, the common attitude of the theologians of 
this period clearly suggest that they did not attach too 
great importance to the theories of their predecessors. 
The casual remark of Peter the Chanter and the timid 
harmonizing tendencies of the Glosses indicate that nei- 
ther formula was as yet considered a rigorous and uni- 
versal principle, but a rather flexible axiom, capable of 
being variously interpreted. 

A close examination of the instances which apply the 
general formulas to the sacraments in particular, convey 
and confirm the same impression. 

Although theology becomes more and more interested 
in the nature of most of the sacraments, it is still far from 
detecting in each of them three or even two physical com- 
ponents. No author of our period, for instance, ever 
speaks about res-et verba or res, verba, facta apropos of 
penance or marriage; on the contrary, we heard Peter 
the Chanter say explicitly that marriage is void of all 
composition of the kind; for the rest, all theologians 
admit that in the same sacrament the words can be re- 
placed by signs, and Stephen Langton repeatedly exam- 
ines the reasons of that peculiarity.*° Moreover, the 
variations that occur in the formulas of several other 
sacraments, especially extreme unction, occasions the 
strange opinion that the verba are not essential to their 
validity. Huguccio of Ferrara seems to have launched 


15. Comment. Sent., IV, d. 1, c. 5 (Assisi Comm. 189, f. 117¢d): “Verba et res”. 
Contra Magister Hugo: “Quaedam sunt sacramenta ... Alia autem huiusmodi constant 
in rebus .. ., alia constant in factis ..., alia in dictis .. .” Ex hoc sumitur quod in 
tribus consistunt sacramenta, scilicet in rebus, dictis et factis. Ipse autem solum duo 
membra ponit, scilicet res et dicta. Respondeo. Loquitur Magister Hugo de aliis gene- 
ribus sacramentorum quam hic: quia hic agitur de sacramentis prout sunt Veteris Legis 
aut Novae Legis, ibi vero de sacramentis prout significant res sacras, sive sint sacra- 
menta Novae et Veteris Legis, sive non, ut gratia vel aliud. 

16. Comment. Sent., IV, d. 1,B, a. 5 (ed. Simonin-Meersseman, De sacramentorum 
efficientia, 47 and 52). 

17. Comment. Sent., IV, d. 1, p. 1, dub. 11 (ed. Quaracchi, 31b). 

18. Comment. Sent., IV, d. 1, q. 1, a. 3, ad 24M (ed. F. Moos, 26). 

19. Cf. supra p. 118, n. 9. 

20. Quaestiones (Cambridge St. John’s College 57), £. 3084: Item quaeritur quare 
potius forma verborum sit necessaria in baptismo quam in matrimonio. Solutio. Ma- 
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that idea: indeed, according to him, both confirmation 
and extreme unction can be validly performed without 
words. *! Likewise the Gloss of Liege Univ. 307 states 
that in four sacraments only, that is in baptism, confirma- 
tion, ordination and the eucharist, the verba are essential: 
in the others they can be dispensd with.” Huguccio’s 
opinion was taken so seriously that many theologians of 
the early thirteenth century think it necessary to refute 
it at length; of this examples can be found in the works 
of Stephen Langton, * Guy d’Orchelles * and William of 
Auxerre.” Concerning the sacrament of orders, theology 
was at a complete loss as to its essentials, so much so that 





trimonium est opus hominis et potest celebrari per nutus et per litteras, et ideo forma 
verborum non est in eo necessaria. Baptismus vero est opus Dei, et ideo forma ver- 
borum in eo est necessaria, quia a Deo instituta. — Cf. ib. 3184. 

21. Summa in Decr., c. 5 D. de cons.: Si quaeris de forma chrismandi, respondeo: 
Non est certa forma verborum ad hoc de auctoritate Christi vel apostolorum instituta, 
sed episcopi utuntur hac: “Confirmo te chrismate in nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus 
sancti,” vel hac: “Signo te signo sanctae crucis et confirmo te chrismate salutis in 
nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti.” Nec est haec forma vel alia de substantia 
istius sacramenti, immo credo quod sacramentum olei vel chrismatis possit conferri sine 
omni verbo, dummodo fiat unctio de oleo vel chrismate consecrato. 

Loc. cit., c. 3 D. 95: Sed numquid in oleo non consecrato potest conferri hoc sacra- 
mentum (olei informorum)? Dicunt quidam quod sic, quia in aqua non consecrata 
confertur baptismus. Alii dicunt quod non, et sic sanctificatio olei videtur de sub- 
stantia sacramenti. Et forte ea ratio est diversitatis, quia in collatione baptismi certa 
est forma verborum, ad quorum prolationem baptismus confertur sine omni alia bene- 
dictione aquae. Sed non videtur esse in unctione, immo forte posset conferri tale 
sacramentum olei vel chrismatis sine omni verbo, dummodo fieret unctio de oleo vel 
chrismate consecrato. — Quoted from Fr. Gillmann, “Die Form der Firmung und der 
Letzten Oelung nach Huguccio,” in Der Katholik, I (1910), 477-478. 

22. F. 116: Nota quod in his quatuor, baptismo, ordine, confirmatione et eucha- 
ristia, sunt verba de substantia sacramenti, in aliis tribus non. — Cited from J. de 
Ghellinck, loc. cit., 532. 

23. Quaestiones (Cambridge St. John’s College 57, f. 2144): Satis probabiliter 
videtur quod oratio non sit de substantia huius sacramenti, per hoc quod in ordine cis- 
terciensi aliae quam hic dicuntur orationes, quod non fieret si orationes essent de sub- 
stantia. Sed revera concedimus quod illae magnae orationes non sunt de substantia, sed 
illae parvulae quae dicuntur in singulis unctionibus . . . 

24. Summa de sacramentis (Paris Nat. lat. 17501, £. 69V-70"): Utrum oratio sit de 
substantia huius sacramenti... Hoc autem videtur, quia ad quid dixisset Iacobus, nisi 
oratio esset necessaria? Et praeterea sine invocatione Trinitatis non fit baptismus; 
ergo pari ratione sine aliqua oratione vel aliqua forma vocis non fit extrema unctio. 
Quod concedimus ... Si vero obiciatur quod cum David inunctus est a Samuele, Sa- 
muel non legitur orasse, dicimus quod, quamvis non legatur, potuit tamen orasse. Prae- 
terea unctio Veteris Testamenti non erat tantae efficaciae quantae est unctio Novi Tes- 
tamenti. 

25. Summa aurea (ed. Fr. Regnault, f. 424): Quaeritur postea utrum oratio sit de 
essentia huius sacramenti. Videtur quod sic... Contra: dictum est quod ipsa unctio 
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practically no one dared advance a definite opinion on the 
subject of its components. * 

Baptism and the eucharist are, as usual, the only sacra- 
ments which enjoy a better treatment. In one way or 
another, most authors admit the essentially composite 
nature of those sacraments. But even to them only a few 
authors apply directly and in its original form either the 
theory of the Summa Sententiarum or that of Peter 
Lombard. 

Apropos of baptism, our last statement seems to con- 
tradict, upon first sight, the unanimous opinion of the 
time, according to which that sacrament is made up of a 
verbum and an elementum. In reality, this unanimity 
goes back, not to Lombard’s authority, but to that of St. 
Augustine and to his famous text from the Tractatus in 
Evangelium Ioannis. Indeed, all theologians, whether 
they accept Lombard’s theory or that of the Swmma Sen- 
tentiarum, repeat faithfully the Augustinian statement, 
even when in their further explanations they depart from 
it. Not only these authors who put the essence of bap- 
tism in the element of the water, but also those who rather 
place it in the ablution or in both water and ablution, * 
respect the dictum of the great Bishop of Hippo. Even 
the Gloss of Pseudo-Peter of Poitiers, which proposed to 
see in the res of Lombard the materia and the facta alike, 
forgets all about such distinction where it treats of the 
essence of baptism.*” When therefore theology was 





est ipsum sacramentum; sed oratio non est de essentia unctionis: est enim aliud quam 
unctio; ergo oratio non est de essentia huius sacramenti. Ad hoc dicimus quod, sicut 
de... See the rest of the text infra p. 139. 

25>, See for instance Peter the Chanter, Summa de sacram. (Paris Nat. lat. 14521, 
{.252): In ordinatione vero et maxime sacerdotum tantam videmus fieri confusionem 
et tot quasi necessaria concurrere, ut dubium sit in quorum prolatione vel in quo facto 
episcopi ordinantis, sive scilicet in traditione calicis, sive manuum inunctione sive in 
manuum super caput impositione, sive praestationis potestatis ligandi et solvendi, ordo 
sacerdotalis conferatur. — It is interesting to notice that the Chanter puts the essence 
of order in a factum rather than in a res. Compare the different opinion of Sicard of 
Cremona infra p. 123, n. 28. 

26. On this particular problem cf. A. Landgraf, Die friihscholastische Definition der 
Taufe, in Gregorianum XXVII (1946) 200-219, 353-383; N. M. Haring, Berengar’s De- 
finitions of Sacramentum and their influence on Mediaeval Sacramentology, in Mediaeval 
Studies X (1948) 109-146, especially 115-121. 

27. Paris Nat. lat. 14423, f. 944: “Sed accedente verbo'ad elementum,” aqua — 
subaudi — “fit sacramentum” secundum Magistrum Hugonem; vel secundum Lum- 
bardum ablutio “fit sacramentum”; vel secundum alios: sacramentum fit, et ponitur 
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rather unanimous in recognizing a verbum and elemen- 
tum in baptism, it did so, not in compliance to Lombard’s 
principle, but out of respect to the dictum, if not the doc- 
trine, of St. Augustine. 

Only in a couple of instances could we find a pure and 
direct application of the pre-existing formulas to a defi- 
nite sacrament. One occurs in the Mitrale of Sicard of 
Cremona: in perfect agreement with Lombard’s theory, 
this Bolognese canonist assigns a real res and a real ver- 
bum to the substance of each of the seven clerical orders. * 
Another example, this time in support of the Victorine 
formula, meets us in the eucharistic treaty of Lothar of 
Segni, for whom the realities of the body and blood, the 
act of Holy Communion and the formulas of the consecra- 
tion, constitute respectively the res, the factum and the 
verbum of the sacrament. * 

In all other instances, the applications of the general 
theories and formulas to the sacraments in particular do 
not fit the pattern to perfection, but bring about changes 
of all kinds. At the best, it might be just a matter of 
terminology; often it is a question of transformation and 
adjustment of the doctrine involved. The most impor- 
tant of these changes, in doctrine as well as in vocabulary, 





hoc verbum “fit” impersonaliter. — Practically all the pertinent texts have been pub- 
lished by A. Landgraf (see preceding note); the most interesting, because they admit 
the words but not the idea of St. Augustine, are to be found in the Summa of Simon of 
Tournay, and in the Speculum of Radulph Ardens, cf. infra 136. 

28. Mitrale, 11, 2 (PL 213, 61-62 D): Omnia sunt solemnitatis praeter ordina- 
tionem, quae cum consistit in verbis et rebus, haec prosequamur tanquam substantiam 
sacramenti ... Claves igitur et haee verba sunt huius sacramenti (ostiarius) 
substantia . . . Codex igitur (prophetiarum) et haec verba sunt huius sacramenti 
(lector) substantia . . . Codex (exorcismorum) igitur et haec verba sunt huius sacra- 
menti (exorcista) substantia . . . Haec igitur utensilia (ceroferarius et urceolus vini) 
et haec verba sunt huius sacramenti (acolythus) substantia . . . Sequitur de sacris 
ordinibus . . . Ut diximus, omnia sunt solemnitatis praeter ordinationem, quae consistit 
in verbis et rebus, quae veluti substantiam sacramentorum prosequamur . . . Haec ergo 
utensilia (manipulus, calix et patena, urceolus cum aqua, manili et manutergio) et 
haec verba sunt huius sacramenti (subdiaconus) substantia . . . Haec res (stola et 
Evangelium) et haec verba sunt huius sacramenti (diaconus) substantia ... Stola 
igitur et casula, oleum calixque patena simul et haec verba sunt huius sacramenti 
(sacerdos) substantia. 

29. De sacro altaris mysterio, IV, 40 (PL 217, 882 AB): Sacramentum vero con- 
sistit in tribus . . . Singula reperiuntur in hoc excellentissimo sacramento: res, id est 
corpus et sanguis; factum, id est esus et potus; verbum, “Hoc est corpus meum,” “Hic 
est sanguis meus.” 
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will be examined apart.*° Here we shall only notify 
those which had little or no bearing on the later evolution 
of the provlem. 

Up to the middle of the twelfth century, theology un- 
derstood the question “in quo consistit sacramentum”’ ex- 
clusively of the sensible physical components of the sacra- 
ment, so much so that Geroch of Reichersberg could com- 
pare them with the parts of a house.*' Moreover the 
same Geroch and Peter Lombard had restricted the prob- 
lem to the essential components, which the former calls 
partes principaliter constitutivae, the latter substantia 
sacramenti. ** The majority of Lombard’s first disciples 
still honor the status quaestionis as the Master formu- 
lated it. ** But already the Gloss of Pseudo-Peter of Poi- 
tiers ** and more so the theologians of the end of the cen- 
tury transpose the question by broadening the sense of 
the expression substantia sacramenti. Therein they un- 
derstand not just the physical components of a sacrament, 
but the other requisites to its validity as well, such as in- 
tention, power, subject and the like. ** Consequently, 
they consider no longer the components of the sacramental 
sign by themselves, but in the light of the more general 
problem regarding the substantialia or necessaria sacra- 
menti. 

As a first result, we notice that many authors do not 
treat the physical components as a unit. On the contrary, 
regardless of the theories and the formulas of the Summa 
Sententiarum or Peter Lombard, they enumerate the 
parts of the different sacraments along with other re- 
quisites and under all kind of names. Here follow the 


30. Cf. infra pp. 127-136, and pp. 136-144. 

31. Liber de simoniacis (Libelli de lite, III, 253): Totum integrum dicimus cui 
nulla principalis pars constitutiva deest. Verbi gratia, cum domui neque tectum 
neque parietes neque fundamentum desunt, integra domus dicitur .. . 

32. Cf. supra Franciscan Studies 11 (1951) 8. 

33. For instance Gandulph of Bologna, Sent., IV, § 30 (ed. J. de Walter 401) 
and § 46 (ibid., 409): Peter Comestor, De sacram. (ed. R. Martin 14); Simon of 
Tournay, see texts infra p. 132; Peter of Poitiers, Sentent., V, 4 (PL 211, 1230 B) and 
V, 11 (ibid., 1243A) ; Sicard of Cremona, see text supra p. 123, n. 28, but in his Summa 
in Decretum substantia means already all the requisites to validity (see text infra n. 49b). 

34. Paris Nat. lat. 14423, f. 940: Non enim ibi exiguntur nisi ista tria quoad 
substantiam sacramenti: elementum, verba et intentio,.quae in quolibet sacramento 
exigitur; f. 1084: . . . ut supra diximus, tria exiguntur ad esse cuiuslibet sacramenti, 
secundum omnes duo, scilicet res et verba, quidquid sit de tertio, id est de intentione. 

35, After Sicard of Cremona, I do not know of any author who still uses the ex- 
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most pertinent texts, with the exception of those that use 
the terminology materia and forma: these will be exam- 
ined later. 


Huguccio of Ferrara: . . . notandum quod praeter formam verborum et praeter 
panem et vinum et aquam in ipso sacrificante tria sunt necessaria ad esse huius 
sacramenti, videlicet ieiunium, ordo sacerdotalis et intentio. 36 

Peter the Chanter: Haec circa personam confirmantis dubitantur. Cum autem 
et alia tria concurrant quasi necessaria, scilicet persona confirmandi, chrisma et ver- 
balis benedictio circa personam confirmandi, quaeritur . . . 37 

b) Quaeritur quid sit de substantia sacramenti illius, scilicet quod ita necessa- 
rium sit ad illud ut sine illo omnino celebrari non possit. Indubitanter verum est quod 
duplex substantia necessaria est, panis scilicet et vini, et mystica illa verba . . . 38 

c) Quatuor enim dumtaxat sunt illa quae quasi de substantia sacramenti sunt et 
necessario concurrunt ad illud: elementares substantiae, mystica benedictio, seria 
intentio benedicentis, ordo sacerdotalis; et in hoc omnes conveniunt. 39 


Radulph Ardens: Quae enim sunt necessaria ad hoc sacramentum? Quatuor: res, 
forma, minister ad hoc ordinatus, intentio. 40 


Stephen Langton: Item de substantia baptismi sunt quatuor: forma verborum, 
aqua, intentio, persona baptizantis et baptizandi. 4! 

Robert of Courcgon: a) Est ergo baptismus character sive signaculum quoddam 
. . . confectum ex forma verborum et substantia elementi et intentione baptizantis. 42 

b) Sicut diximus in baptismate . . . ita confirmatio, prout hic accipitur, est signa- 
culum christianae religionis ex intentione et officio confirmantis et verborum bene- 
dictione et chrismatione proveniens. 43 

Summa “Ne transgrediaris”: Duo enim, vel tria secundum quosdam, sunt de sub- 


stantia baptismi, id est forma quo modo dictum est supra, et aqua id est elementum, 
et intentio. 44 


Godefroid of Poitiers: a) Dicimus quod ad baptismum tria exiguntur: aqua, 
forma vocis praescripta et intentio baptizantis; sine his tribus, non est baptismus. 
Potest ergo sic describi: baptismus est character christianae religionis proveniens ex 
furma verborum ad hoc institutorum et substantia debiti elementi et intentione bap- 
tizantis. 45 

b) Confirmatio est sacramentum ad robur datum, proveniens ex forma verborum 
et intentione confirmantis et unctione chrismatis. 46 





pression substantia sacramenti in the old restricted sense. In the broader sense, the 
expression becomes extremely common and can be found in all authors from Alan of 
Lille on till William of Auxerre. 

36. Summa in Decretum, c. 97 D. II de cons., quoted by Fr. Gillmann, Die Not- 
wendigkeit der Intention auf Seiten des Spenders und des Empfangers der Sakra- 
mente nach der Anschauung der Friihscholastik, in Der Katholik XVIII (1916) 55, n. 1. 

37. Summa de sacramentis et consiliis (Paris Nat. lat. 14521, f. 164). 

38. Ibid., f. 244, 

39. Ibid., f. 25>, 

40. Speculum univ. (Paris Nat. lat. 3229, £. 1134 = Vat. lat. 1175, f. 128>). 

41. Quaestiones (Cambridge St. John’s Coll. 57, £. 308¢). 

Summa (Paris Nat. lat. 14524, f. 1204). 
Ibid., f. 1714-1728. 

Vat. lat. 10754, £. 34>, 

Summa (Paris Nat. lat. 3143, f. 103¢). 
Ibid., £. 112¢, 
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Secondly, the broadening of the original problem en- 
tails new developments and confusion in terminology, 
especially in the use of the word forma. On the one hand 
forma is employed by many authors to link up the sacra- 
mental components and distinguish them from the other 
requisits to validity. Hereby the distinction between 
forma as external sacramental sign and forma as rite is 
often lost in the more general meaning of “requirements 
for the performing of the sacramental sign”. However 
since this forma is supposed to contain a verbum and res 
or a verbum, factum and dictum, * theology now starts to 
speak, not only of forma sacramenti and forma verborum, 
as it did before, but also of forma rei et verbi, forma vo- 
calis et realis, forma verbi et facti and such like. * 

On the other hand, the use of the same word is often 
extended to all the requisites to validity as a whole. In 
this way, besides the rites and the physical elements, also 
the intention, the minister and the subject may belong to 
the forma or substance of the sacraments. The latter 
use of the word is especially frequent in the works of some 
Decretists, like the Summa Monacensis * and the Summa 
of Sicard of Cremona. *” Incidentally it appears also in 
theology. Master Martinus, for instance, repeats after 





47. Cf. for instance Peter of Poitiers, Senten., V. 11 (PL 211, 1234 A): Post 
praedicta considerandum est quae sit forma huius sacramenti. Haec attenditur in 
rebus et verbis: in rebus quidem, pane et vino, quae transsubstantiantur . . . Verba 
autem ad quorum prolationem transsubstantiatur panis in carnem, haec sunt: “Hoc 
est etc.;” Prepositinus, Summa (Todi Comm. 71, f. 133> = Vat. lat. 1174, f. 61>): Nune 
de sacramento eucharistiae dicendum. Circa quod videndum quid exigatur ad esse 
huius sacramenti. Quatuor sunt, ut pluribus placet, quae exiguntur: panis, vinum 
et aqua et forma verborum praescripta. 

48. Cf. texts of Simon of Tournay infra pp. 132-133, of Radulph Ardens infra pp. 
136, and of Robert of Flamesbury infra p. 136, n. 64. 

49. C.Iq.1: De confirmatione, quae a solo confertur episcopo, quaeritur an hoc 
ad sacramenti formam pertineat ut ab episcopo detur. — Quoted from Fr. Gillmann, 
Zur Lehre der Scholastik vom Spender der Firmung und des Weihesakraments, Pader- 
born 1920, 24. 

49b, D. 4 de cons.: Forma (confirmationis) consistit in personis verbis ‘et rebus, — 
Loc. cit.: Sed quaeritur utrum sit de substantia sacramenti (confirmationis) quod 
hoc sacramentum a solis episcopis celebretur ... Respondeo quod est forma a Domino 
instituta: haec non potest mutari ab homine ut in baptismo et eucharistia; (et est 
forma) ab homine instituta: haec licite mutatur ex causa, ut in confirmatione et matri- 
monio... Fuit ergo et tunc et nunc de forma vel substantia, vel ut quibusdam placet, 
tunc de solemnitate nunc de forma. — Quoted from Fr. Gillmann, Die Ehe ein Sakra- 
ment nach Sikard von Cremona, in Der Katholik, Il (1910) 480, n. 1 and 479, n. 1. 
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the Decretists, that the forma sacramentorum consists in 
personae as well as in verba and res. ® William of Auxer- 
re makes a similar statement when he writes that the 
forma of baptism requires a forma verborum, an intentio 
baptizandi and an elementum aquae. * 

As will be seen afterwards, *'” these new developments 
still increase the ambiguity of the word forma; sometimes, 
they even degenerate into real confusions. To cite but a 
couple: forma verbi, which usually means “formula,” has 
to be translated differently in such expressions as forma 
rei et verbi or forma facti et verbi; ** here it signifies the 
external form or aspect, which consists in the sacramental 
word. One glossator, treating of the eucharist, goes as 
far as to combine the expressions forma verborum .. . 
forma panis et vini; he speaks indeed in one breath of the 
forma verborum et panis et vini, as being one of the three 
requisites of that sacrament. 

Judging from those facts, it can hardly be said that 
post-Lombardian theology as a whole handled the problem 
of the composition of the sacraments within the frame set 
by the Summa Sententiarum or the Master of Sentences. 
Such an affirmation holds good only in a few instances. 
By far the greater part of theologians treat the tradi- 
tional principles quite freely. Far from stressing their 
universality, they apply them never to marriage and pen- 
ance, and only occasionally to confirmation, extreme unc- 
tion and orders; their actual interest centers around the 
composition of baptism and the eucharist only. Further- 
more, they view the components of any sacrament more 
in relation to its validity than to its constitution. Neither 
do they make a clear choice between the theory of the 
Sunima Sententiarum and that of Peter Lombard; they 





50. Summa (Paris Nat. lat. 14556, f. 351°): Forma namque sacramentorum in 
tribus consistit: rebus, verbis et personis. 

51. Summa aurea (ed. F. Regnault, f. 114): Quarto quaeritur de forma baptismi. 
Ad quam exiguntur tria, scilicet forma verborum et intentio baptizandi et elementun 
aquae. 

51b, Cf. infra p. 134ff. 

51¢, Cf. infra p. 129. 

52. Paris Marar. 758, f. 154: In huius mysterii explicatione tria suat neces- 
saria: forma verborum et panis et vini, ordo ministerii, scilicet ut sit sacerdos, et 
intentio ipsius sacerdotis. 
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rather mix both, for, if most of the authors admit the 
existence of two physical components, like water and the 
words in baptism, oil and words in confirmation, several 
replace the water by the ablution and the chrism by the 
unction. Finally practically all show a great indiffer- 
ence to either the Lombardian or Victorine terminology. 


Nevertheless, in spite of this lack of interest and the 
confusions they introduced, the problem made some im- 
portant strides. On the one hand, Simon of Tournay 
launched a fragmentary but delicately nuanced theory of 
his own, which is an anticipation of much later doctrinal 
developments. On the other hand, contemporary theo- 
logy as a whole evidences a decided tendency to replace 
the traditional terms res and verbum by materia and 
forma, which convey a more Aristotelian sound. 


2. THEORY OF SIMON OF TOURNAY. 


In the question of the composition of the sacraments, 
Simon of Tournay manifests a rather independent mind. 
Though inspired by his predecessors and contemporaries, 
he presents a theory that surpasses all that hitherto had 
been said on the subject. For that reason he deserves a 
special treatment. 


Simon did not advance a general theory for all seven 
sacraments. Nowhere in his Summa or Disputations — 
are the principles either of the Summa Sententiarum or 
of Lombard to be found. He only treats of the structure 
of the first three sacraments, but he does so in a systema- 
tical way and by means of a uniform terminology. In 
all three sacraments, Simon distinguishes accurately be- 
tween the sacrament proper and the physical element 
which is used in its production. The first, he regularly 
designates by the term of forma or forma sacramentt. 
For the other, which in much later theology will come to 
be called materia remota, he has no general name: in bap- 
tism, he calls it elementum or water, in confirmation 
chrism, in the eucharist id de quo fit sacramentum or 
bread and wine. In the structure of each sacrament 
proper he admits a double forma, namely a forma verbi 
and a forma facti in baptism and confirmation, and a 
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forma verbi and a forma rei in the eucharist. 

The fact that he employs the word forma in connection 
not only with verbum and factum, but also with res, pro- 
hibits our translating it by “rite” or “manner of celebrat- 
ing.” In this particular context it signifies the external 
sensible aspect of the sacrament; consequently the geni- 
tives verbi, facti and rei are purely appositive or epexege- 
tical: the forma is not a reality distinct from the verbum, 
factum or res: on the contrary it is identical with them. 

Simon’s general idea being clear, let us now examine 
his doctrine on the composition of each sacrament. 

Imitating Lombard, Simon defines the sacrament of 
baptism as an “ablutio exterior sub certa verborum for- 
ma.” Nevertheless he applies to baptism the classical 
dictum of St. Augustine and declares that its substance 
consists of a verbum and an elementum. But he adds a 
correction by pointing out that strictly speaking baptism 
is neither the verbwm nor the elementum as such, but the 
ablution in elemento with the words. Up to this point 
Simon’s exposition is merely a paraphrase of Lombard’s 
corresponding text. It is here that his originality enters. 
Indeed to designate the two components of baptism he 
now uses the expression, absent from Lombard’s text, 
“tale factum in virtute verbi,” and combines both factum 
and verbum with a third term, namely forma. Baptism 
properly, he thinks, consists in a double forma, verbi et 
jacti. The combined use of factum and verbum is in- 
spired by the Victorine formula, which alone mentions 
them over and above the res; but Simon suppresses the 
mention of the res, because the water for him, though in- 
dispensable for the baptismal ablution, is no real com- 
ponent of the sacramental forma. As for the terms 
forma facti and forma verbi, they mean literally the ex- 
ternal sensible aspects of baptism which consist respec- 
tively in a ritual action and a spoken word. Since the 
term forma had been in use for centuries to designate the 
sacramental sign as a whole, it was natural enough to 
extend it to each of its parts, the more so since from Lom- 
bard’s time on it had already been applied to the verbum.” 





53. Cf. supra Franciscan Studies 11 (1951) 15 ff. 
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Simon’s analysis of the sacrament of confirmation fol- 
lows mainly along the same lines. His task was all the 
easier since the theology on confirmation was not ham- 
pered by St. Augustine’s text on the verbum and the ele- 
mentum as the essential components of the sacrament. 
Therefore Simon does not even take the trouble of ex- 
plaining how the chrism, though absolutely required, does 
not constitute a component of the forma of confirmation. 
He simply states, as in the case of baptism, that the forma 
of confirmation is double, one being the forma facti 
or unction, the other the forma verbi or sacramental 
formula. 

What Simon teaches on the structure of the eucharist, 
is but an adaptation of the same ideas to the special con- 
ditions of that sacrament. The few authors who pre- 
viously had attempted to analyze the eucharist mentioned 
only two parts, namely the elementum or bread and wine, 
and the verbum or words of consecration; actually they 
had in view the production of the eucharist, not the sacra- 
ment itself. Simon does not content himself with that 
aspect alone. | 

Again he commences by distinguishing between id de 
quo fit sacramentum, — that is the bread and wine, — 
and the true forma of the sacrament. Again, as in the 
case of baptism and confirmation, he states that this 
forma is a double one. But he declares also that, differ- 
ently from baptism and confirmation, the double eucha- 
ristic forma does not consist in a verbum and a factum 
but in a verbum and ares. By acknowledging in the eu- 
charist a res distinct from the elements of bread and wine, 
Simon makes clear that he wants to determine the com- 
ponents of the sacrament itself, not those of the act of 
consecration ; by substituting res for factwm, he makes us 
furthermore understand that no factwm or ritual action 
can be an essential part of the eucharist, as it was of bap- 
tism and confirmation. 

By forma verbi Simon means the formula of the con- 
secration. He repeats Lombard’s statement that the 
other prayers, which precede or follow this formula, do 
not belong to the substance of the sacrament, because they 
are simply praises of God and supplications. 
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The precise meaning of forma rei creates more diffi- 
culty. Indeed Simon says that there are two formae rei 
in the eucharist, one in celebrando, the other in sumendo. 
The latter consists in the species of bread and wine or, as 
he calls them, the accidentia or forma panis et vini. But 
what is the other forma rei? 

Here Simon’s language is rather obscure. Upon first 
reading, his explanations convey the impression that he 
means by the forma rei in celebrando the rite of the frac- 
tion of the host. But this sense is out of the question. 
Why would Simon call a ceremony of the mass a res or 
forma rei, whereas he spoke of the rites of ablution and 
unction as formae facti? Moreover, why of all cere- 
monies, would he select only the fraction of the host and 
make it an essential part of the eucharist? A closer ex- 
amination of the context reveals that by forma rei in cele- : 
brando he had in mind something quite different. 

Actually, Simon goes on investigating whether the frac- 
tion of the host is real or not, and whether it affects the 
body of Christ. In his answer to this question, common 
at the time, * he cites three different opinions: a first, 
according to which the breaking is merely apparent; a 
second, which holds that it is real, but limited to the spe- 
cies of bread alone; a third, which admits that, in the 
ceremony of the fraction, not only the species, but Christ’s 
body itself is really divided and broken, though it remains 
intact. 

Strange and contradictory as it most certainly is, the 
last opinion was shared by many theologians as far back 
as Berengar of Tours. Its success was mainly due to the 
profession of faith which Cardinal Humbert of Silva Can- 
dida had imposed upon the Archdeacon of Tours and 
wherein it was declared that the body of Christ in the . 
eucharist is handled, broken and crushed sensualiter and 
in veritate, not only in sacramento. In his Summa, 
Simon manifests a decided preference for this opinion, 
and in his Disputations he supports it wholeheartedly. * 


54. Cf. Peter Lombard, Sentent., IV, d. 12, c. 2-4 (ed. Quaracchi, 809-810) ; Sum- 
ma Sent. VI, 8 (PL 176, 144-145). 


55. The original text has been preserved by Lanfranc, Liber de corpore et san- 
guine Domini (PL 150, 39). 


56. Disput., 90, 5 (ed. J. Warichez, 260-261): Item quaeritur, utrum corpus 
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In the light of this singular opinion, it is easy to estab- 
lish what Simon really means by his expression forma ret 
in celebrando. It is that particular way of being, proper 
to Christ’s body in the eucharist, whereby that body, 
though incorruptible in itself, becomes really divisible 
and breakable. He calls it forma, because it is a sensible 
aspect of the eucharist and manifests itself in the break- 
ing of the host; res and not factum, because it is a quality 
of Christ’s body, no rite; forma in celebrando, because it 
places the eucharistic body in the state of a victim. Fin- 
ally, he distinguishes it from the forma rei in suwmendo, 
that is the accidents of bread and wine, in as much as it 
affects the body of Christ, not the species. Therefore 
Simon can speak of two different formae rei in the eucha- 
rist: one which he calls forma mystica on account of its 
mysterious and apparently contradictory character, a 
_, which consists in the species or accidents of bread 
and wine. 


As Simon’s Summa has not been published yet, we re- 
produce here the original text of his principal statements 
on the composition of the sacraments: 


Baptism. Baptismus Christi est ablutio corporis exterior sub certa verborum for- 
ma, in quo duo sunt necessaria, verbum et elementum. Neutrum sufficit sine allio. 
Unde Augustinus super loannem: “Verbo baptismus consecratur; detrahe verbum, quid 
est aqua nisi aqua? Accedit verbum ad elementum, et fit sacramentum. Unde haec 
tanta virtus aquae ut corpus tangat et cor abluat nisi faciente verbo? Non quia dici- 
tur sed quia creditur, nam in ipso verbo aliud est sonus transiens, aliud virtus manens.” 

Ecce his duobus, verbo et elemento, est substantia sacramenti. Hoc enim ad illud 
accedente, fit sacramentum: non verbum, non elementum, sed ablutio in elemento, 
scilicet tale factum virtute verbi: non quia dicitur sed quia creditur, id est credibile 
est, sive credatur sive non. 

Quod est illud verbum? Forma verborum in baptizando praescripta a Domino. 
Est enim duplex forma baptismi, verbi et facti. Verbi, quam praescripsit Dominus 
discipulis in evangelio dicens: “Ite, docete omnes gentes, baptizantes eos in nomine 
Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti.” Sine hac forma non est verus baptismus... Forma 
facti in baptizando haec est: semel vel ter immergitur, forma crucis, subtus aquas, pro 





Christi frangatur. Inquit enim Augustinus: “Nulli dubitandum est, corpus Christi in 
partes non dividi”. Item alia auctoritas: “Non dividitur corpus Christi in altari quo- 
modo in macellis”. E contra docetur quod sic. Inquit confessio Berengarii: “Corpus 
Christi frangitur in altari, dentibus atteritur”. Redditur. Credo corpus Christi frangi, 
in partes dividi, et tamen integrum et individuum manere: quomodo clauso utero 
exivit de Virgine, clausis ianuis intravit ad discipulos. Auctoritates quae dicunt non 
dividi, asserunt integritatem; quae dicunt frangi, asserunt divisionem. Credimus ergo 
utrumque: sic dividi et integrum manere. 


Franciscan Studies 
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vario more ecclesiae . . . 57 


Confirmation. Forma huius sacramenti duplex est, facti et verbi. Facti, cum 
episcopus frontem chrismate linit in formam crucis; ideo frontem potius quam aliam 
partem, ut intelligat is qui confirmatur se ad hoc confirmari ne deinceps erubescat 
fidem crucifixi: in fronte enim est sedes erubescentiae. Forma verbi episcopis nota 
est. Nec sufficit forma verbi sine forma facti, nec factum sine verbo. 58 

Eucharist. De quo nobis prosequendum est hoc ordine: primo . . . quarto, de quo 
fiat hoc sacramentum, quinto qua forma fiat... 

Fit autem hoc sacramentum de pane et vino... 

Forma huius sacramenti duplex est, verbi et rei. Forma verbi est, quam Dominus 
edidit dicens: “Accipite et edite ex hoc omnes, hoc est corpus meum”; item: “Acci- 
pite et bibite, hic est sanguis meus” .... Cetera quae precedunt vel subsequuntur 
dictam formam non sunt de substantia sacramenti, sed divinae laudes vel supplicati- 
ones... 

Forma rei duplex est: in celebrando sacramentum et sumendo. In celebrando. 
Cum hostia dividitur in tres partes, una in calicem mittitur, alia comeditur, tertia 
usque ad finem missae in altari reservatur. Unde Sergius papa: “Triforme, inquit, 
est corpus Christi: pars oblata, in calicem missa, corpus Christi quod iam surrexit 
monstrat; pars comesta, corpus adhuc ambulans super terram; pars in altari usque ad 
finem missae remanens, corpus iacens in sepulcro, quia usque in finem saeculi corpora 
sanctorum in sepulcris erunt.” Fractio quoque est repraesentatio passionis et mortis 
Christi; unde ipse ait in evangelio: “Hoc facite in meam commemorationem,” id est 
in memoriam mortis meae et passionis. 

Quaeritur de fractione an vera sit annon. Quod non probatur, quia corpus Christi 
incorruptibile est: non ergo frangitur. Et Christus in evangelio arguit discipulos, 
putantes Christi carnem sicut aliam in partes dividendam et morsibus lacerandam. 

Econtra probatur vera fractio. Ait enim Ambrosius: “Nihil falsi putandum est in 
sacrificio veritatis, sicut fit in magorum praestigiis, ubi delusione quadam falluntur 
oculi ut videant esse quod non est. 

Redditur. Corpus Christi, integrum manens, frangitur vere, qua auctoritate ianuis 
ciausis intravit ad discipulos et clauso utero exivit de eo. Cui consentit approbata 
confessio Berengarii dicentis: “Panis et vinum quae in altari ponuntur post conse- 
crationem, non solum sacramentum sed etiam verum corpus et sanguis Christi est, et 
sensualiter, non solum sacramento, sed in veritate manibus sacerdotum tractatur et 
frangitur et fidelium dentibus atteritur.” Ecce vere-dicitur frangi. Integrum tamen 
manere dicit. Hieronymus: “Singuli, inquit, accipiunt Christum Dominum, et singulis 
portionibus inest totus Christus, nec per singulas minuitur, sed integrum se praebet in 
singulis.” Hilarius de eodem: “Ubi, inquit, pars est corporis, est et totum.” 

Alii econtra dicunt ibi videri esse fractionem et non esse, nec tamen illudi quia 
ad utilitatem fieret. Alii dicunt nullam substantiam, sed panis formam in veritate 
frangi. Quae autem sententia vera sit, Deus scit. 

Quaeritur de forma et accidentibus, colore et sapore et pondere et similibus, in quo 
subiecto sint. Quidam dicunt in nullo et tamen esse, sed sine subiecto. Alii dicunt 
esse ergo in Christi corpore. Sicut enim in transfiguratione in monte Thabor in carne 
mortali apparuit immortalitas, ita modo in mortali apparent mystica forma et acciden- 
tia panis. 

Forma igitur in qua sumitur, sive in aliquo sit sive in nullo subiecto sit, forma est 
panis quae ad corpus et vini quae ad animam refertur. 59 





57. Institutiones (Paris Nat. lat. 14886, £. 544-554 = Oxford Merton Coll. 132, 
f. 1484, 


58. Ibid., f. 566 = f. 1494. 
59. Ibid., f. 564-574 = 1502-151. 
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Simon of Tournay’s theory had its defects. It was 
confined to three sacraments only; it put the respective 
formae of verbum, factum and res on the same level, 
causing him to overlook that the verbum is the determin- 
ing principle of the other two; it introduces in the eucha- 
rist, besides the species of bread and wine, an impossible 
and unthinkable forma mystica. The terminology also 
was to some extent unfortunate. The term forma and 
its combination with verbum, factum and res fit well into 
the idea of an external sacramental sign, to which the 
problem was restricted, but it was too ambiguous, too 
overcharged with different meanings and shades, to 
throw much light on the matter. The fact that Simon 
uses it indifferently for the sacrament as a whole and for 
each of its components, rather increases than diminishes 
the difficulty. 

Yet, such as it is, Simon’s solution appears the most 
penetrating of its kind throughout the whole twelfth cen- 
tury. He is in fact the first theologian who drew a line 
between the production of the sacrament and its struc- 
ture, and who adapted the rigid principles of his predeces- 
sors to the circumstances of the case. 

Of course, like all authors of his time, he borrows freely. 
From Peter Lombard he took the idea of limiting the 
problem to the substance or essential components of the 
sacraments. To the Summa Sententiarum he is indebted 
for the tripartite scheme of res, verbum, factum, which 
dominates his whole theory, But he corrects and sur- 
passes both his predecessors in many respects. Contrary 
to the Master of Sentences he stresses the importance of 
the factum in baptism and confirmation, while in con- 
trast with the Victorine he rejects the factwm in the con- 
stitution of the eucharist. Moreover, he differs from 
both, when he refuses to include water, chrism, bread and 
wine amongst the essential components of baptism, con- 
firmation and the eucharist; he does not even call them 
res, as his predecessors had, but reserves that term for 
the sensible reality which, together with the verbum, con- 
stitutes the essence of the eucharist. In this way, Simon 
of Tournay was successful in establishing a theory which 


nag very near to the idea that will prevail a century 
ater. 
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In the meantime and in spite of its undeniable merits, 
Simon’s exposition had very little influence. But one 
single author, Radulph Ardens, tried to assimilate and at 
the same time correct Simon’s ideas and terminology. 
Yet he failed to understand the fundamental idea of his 
source. 

Radulph, like his Master, is only concerned with the 
composition of the first three sacraments. But, unlike 
him, he adopts the tripartite formula of the Swmma Sen- 
tentiarum and strives to apply it at any cost to each of 
them.” Again, in keeping with the ideas of the times, 
he understands by substantia sacramenti all the condi- 
tions of validity. Accordingly he states that baptism 
consists in tribus: the elementum, the forma verborum 
and the forma factorum, to which, he adds, some would 
include the intention as a fourth requisite. Regarding 
the sacrament of confirmation, he simply copies Simon’s 
exposition apropos of its double forma, verbi and facti. 
But in respect to the eucharist, he completely betrays Si- 
mon’s original views. The necessary requisites for that 
sacrament, he says, are four: the res, the forma, the min- 
ister and the intention. But, both the res and the forma 
are double, the first being the bread and the wine, the sec- 
ond comprising the forma verborum or the words of the 
consecration, and the forma factorum, such as the eleva- 
tion of the host and chalice, the signs of the cross, the 
breaking of the host. 

Radulph has evidently misunderstood what Simon 
wrote on the presence of a double forma and of a double 
forma rei in the eucharist, and especially on the fraction 
of the host. On the one hand, he maintains a double res, 
but identifies it with the bread and the wine. On the 
other hand, convinced that Simon meant by the forma rei 
in celebrando the ceremony of the breaking of the host, 
he seeks to improve the terminology of his Master by 
using the expression forma factorum, and to improve his 
teaching by adjoining the other ceremonies of the canon 
to the breaking of the host. In this way, he is able ade- 
quately to thrust Simon’s idea into the Victorine scheme. 





60. Cf. supra p. 118, n. 3. 
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But he pays a high price for such a small and futile gain. 
Indeed, by his well meant corrections, he introduces the 
accessory rites of the mass into the essential forma of the 
eucharist, and completely overlooks the essential forma 
rei of that sacrament, namely the species. 

The reproduction of a few extracts from Radulph’s Spe- 
culum will facilitate the comparison of his teaching with 
Simon’s: 


Baptism. Constat autem baptismus ex tribus: ex elemento, ex forma verborum, ex 
forma facti; quidam etiam addunt et quartum, scilicet intentionem. 

Itaque elementum aquae necessarium est ad baptismum celebrandum . .. Forma 
quoque verborum necessaria est, haec scilicet quam tradit Dominus in Evangelio... 
Forma quoque facti necessaria est. Debet enim qui baptizatur immergi vel ter vel 
semel secundum morem Ecclesiae . . . 61 


Confirmation. Itaque, forma huius sacramenti duplex est: facti et verbi. Facti, 
quod episcopus chrismate fronte linit in forma crucis . . . Forma vero verbi episcopis 
nota est, nec sufficit forma verbi sine forma facti, nec converso. 62 


Eucharist. Quae enim sunt necessaria ad hoc sacramentum? Quatuor: res, forma, 
minister ad hoc ordinatus, intentio. Porro res duplex est: panis et vinum... Forma 
quoque huius sacramenti duplex est: una: verborum, altera factorum. Porro forma 
verborum est quam Dominus edidit in coena... Forma vero factorum est: elevaciones 
panis et calicis et cruces quae ibi fiunt, divisio quoque hostiae in tres partes... 63 


In one other author, namely Robert of Flamesbury, we 
can catch a final echo of Simon’s theory. This Victorine 
writes in his Paenitentiale that the sacrament of the altar 
has a double forma: a forma vocalis, which consists in the 
words of the consecration, and a forma realis or bread 
and wine. The vocabulary reminds us at once of Simon 
of Tournay. But by identifying the forma realis or rei 
with the bread and wine instead of their species, Robert 
gives evidence that he too, as well as Radulph Ardens, has 
lost the original meaning of that expression, or that which 
Simon had intended for it. 





61. Speculum univ. (Paris Nat. lat. 3229, f. 11led = Vat. lat. 1175, £. 125d¢, 

62. Ibid., f. 115d = £.1314, 

63. Ibid., f. 1134-1144 = f, 128d-129¢, 

64. Paris Nat. lat. 3529, f. 22V and 13454, f. 11t: Hoc ideo dicunt quia sacra- 
menti altaris duplex est forma: vocalis scilicet, verba ipsa sic prolata ut debent; forma 
realis, panis et vinum. Et ubicumque aliquod istorum trium deest vel aliud quod est 
de substantia sacramenti vel ordinis vel consecrationis vel benedictionis, nihil actum 
est. 





DAMIAN VAN DEN EYNDE, O.F.M. 


3. ASSOCIATION OF THE TERMS MATERIA AND FORMA. 


The use of the terms materia and forma to designate 
the constitutive elements of the sacraments makes notable 
advances in the period following upon Peter Lombard’s 
death. 


As in the past, the word forma, still enjoys a far greater 
popularity than the term materia; one can find it on 
nearly every page of the theological literature of the time, 
in the sense of sacramental sign, rite or formula. It even 
appears, as we have seen, © in such combinations as forma 
vei and forma facti, which were unheard of in the pre- 
vious period. Nonetheless it no longer occupies the stage 
by itself. Next to forma, the word materia, as applied 
to sacramental realities, is now steadily gaining in fre- 
quency and importance. 


It should be noted however that throughout this period, 
exactly as before, the two words are mostly used inde- 
pendently of each other. In most texts that enumerate 
all the components or requisites of a sacrament, the term 
forma is opposed, not to materia, but to res, elementum, 
agua or any such like denomination; the series of exam- 
ples, quoted above, © concerning the substantialia sacra- 
menti, gives full evidence of this point. Neither is the 
term materia, though less frequent in use,” always linked 
to the term forma.” These facts imply that as yet the 
term materia does not call for the term forma, and vice 
versa. 


Nevertheless, in a fairly great number of instances, 
the two words appear in close conjunction, as synonyms 





65. Cf. supra p. 126 and 127 and pp. 128-136. 

66. Cf. supra p. 125. 

67. All the authors use constantly forma, with or without the determination ver- 
borum, for the sacramental formula; only a certain number use materia instead of 
res or elementum. 

68. For instance, Sicard of Cremona, Summa in Decret., dist. 23 de ordinat.: 
Item quaero si sacramentum veritatem obtineat, cum verba proferuntur sine subiecta 
materia, aut subicitur materia sine solemni verborum iunctura, aut cum utrumque 
subest sed intentio deest (quoted by Fr. Gillmann, Taufe “im Namen Jesu” oder “im 
Namen Christi (Mayence, 1913) 11; Peter the Chanter, Summa de sacram. (Paris. 
Nat. lat. 14521, f. 11°): Ad sacramentum baptismi celebrandum concurrunt materia 
aquae, verba ad hoc a Domino instituta, persona baptizantis, persona baptizati. 
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of res and verbum. With a view to its importance in 
later developments this particular association of terms 
will be subjected here to a careful examination. 

It has been said rightly that there is still much uncer- 
tainty and confusion as to the introduction of the formula 
materia et forma into sacramentology.” Up to the be- 
ginning of the twentieth century, it was commonly be- 
lieved that it originated with William of Auxerre. But 
in 1908, Fr. Gillmann quoted a text from the Summa Bre- 
ves dies hominis of Pseudo-Stephen Langton, where the 
two terms occur together as equivalents for res and ver- 
bum.” In 1930, E. Dhanis made a similar discovery in 
the Summa de sacramentis et consiliis animae of Peter 
the Chanter: here too the words materia and forma turn 
up in close association to indicate the two components of 
the sacraments.” Both Summae precede the publication 
of the Summa aurea of William of Auxerre by about 
thirty years.” 

After some systematical investigating into theological 
literature, we found that the joint use of materia and 
forma is still much older and can be traced back to shortly 
after the middle of the twelfth century. The oldest dated 
attestation we were able to detect, occurs in the Sermones 
contra Catharos of Eckbert of Schoenau, written between 
1159 and 1166.% From the casual way in which that 
author uses the terms and from the very nature of his 
work, it is clear that he is merely transmitting a termin- 
ology already in existence. In fact, it is found likewise 
in the strictly contemporaneous Gloss of Pseudo-Peter of 
Poitiers. From then on, its use spread rapidly. By the 
end of the century it is already more common than the 
synonymous res and verbum. 

It is opportune to reproduce here in chronological order 
all the pertinent texts that come to our knowledge: 


69. G. Le Bras, art. Marriage, in Dict. Théol. cathol., TX 2202. 

70. Fr. Gillmann, Joc. cit., 11, n. 1. 

71. Quelques anciennes formulaires septénaires des sacraments, in Rev. d’Hist. 
ecclés. XXVI (1930) 579, n. 4. 

72. On the date of these Summas cf. D. Van den Eynde, Précisions chronologiques 
sur quelques ouvrages théologiques du XII siécle, in Antonianum, XXVI (1951). 

73. Eckbert dedicates his work to Rainald, archbishop of Cologne from 1159 till 
1167, when Hildelin was still abbot of Schénau (+ 1166). 
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1) Eckbert of Schénau (1159-1166): Baptismus nostrum Christi baptismum vo- 
camus ... quoniam in verbis sanctae doctrinae suae observari eum constituit, deter- 
minans in qua materia et secundum quam formam fieri deberet. In qua materia bap- 
tizandum esset determinavit quando in aqua hominem regenerari debere monstravit... 
In quali etiam forma verborum baptizari nos vellet determinavit cum dixit ad disci- 
pulos suos: Euntes, docete, etc. 74 


2) Gloss of Pseudo-Peter of Poitiers: “Forma vero est.” De forma verborum 
quae confectioni huius sacramenti desideratur et de materia etiam agit in hoc capitulo. 
Forma haec est: “Hoc est corpus meum” etc. 75 


3) Robert Paululus (1165-1185): . . . voluit coelestis artifex ut de veteri sacrificio- 
rum ritu et materia sacrificii sumeretur et forma. Duo quippe sacrifices praecipue 
sub legem fuisse feruntur, Melchisedech et Aaron. A Melchisedech sacerdotio, do- 
cente Domino, didicit Ecclesia quid offerret ... A sacerdotio autem Aaron formam 
sacerdotii sumpsit Ecclesia. 76 


4) Alan of Lille (1160-1202): Materia item dicitur de substantia sacramenti: 
ad hoc ut ubi fiat transsubstantiatio oportet ut ibi sit panis de frumento et vinum. 
Forma etiam verborum, ut illa forma verborum quam Christus instituit dicens: “Hoc 
est corpus meum, Hic est calix” etc. 77 


5) Peter the Chanter (1193-1197): a) Sicut in forma sacramenti fit corruptio, 
ut diximus, ita potest in materia fieri corruptio: aqua enim pura est materia sacra- 
menti illius, et potest aqua fluvialis de fonticulo, quinimmo et pluvialis, esse materia 
illius sacramenti. 78 

b) Posset per simile illius quod de corruptione materiae dicitur, aliquid dici de 
corruptione formae. 79 

c) Quaeritur etiam ... an debeat haec concedi: materia panis transsubstantiatur 
in corpus Christi, demonstrato illo tempore in quo terminat benedictionem quae per- 
tinet ad vinum; et in qua forma verborum fiat illa transsubstantiatio, sive in illa forma 
quae tunc profertur sive in alia. 80 


6) Lothar of Segni (1190-1198): a) Hac igitur institutione formati ceperunt 
Apostoli sacrosanctum mysterium frequentare, eam quam Christus expresserat et for- 
mam servantes in verbis et materiam tenentes in rebus. 81 

b) Sunt sane qui dicunt quod, cum verbum et elementum efficiant sacramentum, 
nec forma verborum nec materia elementi, quas Christus expressit, mutari potest nec 
dimidiari. 82 


7) Pseudo-Stephen Langton (+ -1200): a) Ad instar et imaginem Trinitatis sub 
ternario concludit ea quae principaliter exiguntur ad esse baptismi . . . Haec autem 
sunt: materia et forma, fides sive intentio ... Quaeritur itaque utrum sine materia, 
fide vel intentione, vel forma verborum praescripta possit celebrari baptismus ... Di- 





Sermones contra Catharos, Vil, 4 (PL 195, 53 A). 
Paris Nat. lat. 14421, f. 964. 

De ceremoniis, II, 24 (PL 177, 426 D). 
Theologicae regulae, 109 (PL 210, 619 B). 

Summa de sacram. (Paris. Nat. lat. 14521, £. 14¢). 
Ibid., £. 144, 

Ibid., £. 22b, 

De sacro altaris mysterio, Prol. (PL 217, 773 C). 
Ibid., IV, 23 (PL 217, 873 A). 
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cimus itaque quod sine materia, aquae scilicet, vel alio liquore non potest fieri bap- 
tismus. Formam appellamus illam quae tradita est a Domino ...: sine hac autem 
vel sic vel aliter prolata nullo modo; fit baptismus . . . Non solum verba sunt necessaria 
sed etiam fides vel intentio sicut materia. 83 

b) Quaeritur utrum sit baptizatus. Ad hoc quoniam ad hunc baptismum tria 
concurrunt, scilicet materia, intentio et ordo verborum. 84 

c) Item quaeritur an (baptismus Iohannis) esset verus baptismus. Quod con- 
cedimus: non enim fuit falsus vel phantasticus. Praesertim tria fuerunt ibi quae 
exiguntur as esse baptismi, materia, forma, intentio. Forma tamen non erat prorsus 
eadem illi quae tradita fuit post a Domino. 85 

d) Notandum autem quatuor exigi ad celebrandum hoc sacramentum; haec autem 


sunt: materia, forma verborum praescripta, intentio et ordo personae conficientis... 
Materia vero sunt panis et vinum. 86 


8) Stephen Langton (1200-1206): Sed ad hoc quod homo conficiat non exigitur 
nisi ordo et forma verborum et materia, scilicet panis et vini, et intentio conficiendi; 
et haec omnia habet haereticus, et ideo conficere potest. 87 


9) Summa “Ne transgrediaris” ({ -1210): a) Circa quem ista sunt pertrac- 
tanda: primo quid sit baptismus, secundo de forma baptismi, tertio de materia. 88 

b) Dicto de forma baptismi, dicendum est de eius materia, scilicet de liquore in 
quo fieri debet. Duo enim vel tria secundum quosdam sunt de substantia baptismi, id 
est, forma quo modo dictum est supra, et aqua id est elementum, et intentio. 89 

c) Haec septem considerantur: primo quid sit hoc sacramentum et an unum 
tantum, secundo de forma, tertio de materia. 99 

d) Viso de forma, videndum est de materia. Ad hoc dicimus quod sacramentum 
fit de pane triticeo et de vino admixta aqua; non quod ista sint vere corporis et san- 
guinis materia sed quod ista transsubstantiantur in illa. 9! 


10) Guy d’Orchelles (1215-1225): Sequitur videre quae sint de substantia bap- 
tismi. Solent autem tria assignari, scilicet intentio, materia et forma verborum. 92 


11) William of Auxerre (1220-25): a) Circa essentiam huius sacramenti (con- 
firmationis) quinque exiguntur. Primum est forma verborum. Secundum est inten- 
tio confirmationis. Tertium est dignitas confirmantis . . . Quartum est ipsa materia, 
scilicet chrisma. Quintum est locus in quo confirmatur, scilicet frons. 93 

b) Item in sacramento eucharistiae sunt plures materiae et plures formae, quia 
forma panis et forma vini, et utraque illarum est sacramentum. 94 

c) Ad hoc dicimus quod, sicut de essentia baptismi dicuntur esse tria, scilicet 
materia et forma verborum et intentio baptizantis, et similiter de essentia sacramenti 
eucharistiae dicuntur esse tria, scilicet ordo sacerdotalis et forma verborum et materia, 





83. Summa (Oxford Bodl. Laud Misc. 80, f. 180°¢ = Bamberg Staatsbibl. Patr. 
136, £. 624-638 = Cambrai Ville 402, f. 984. 

84. Ibid., f. 181¢ = f. 63¢ = f. 99a, 

85. Ibid., {. 182 — f. 64b = f, 99d, 

86. Ibid., f. 186 = f. 684 = f. 103, 

87. Quaest. (Cambridge St. John’s Coll. 57, f. 316¢). 

88. Vat. lat. 10754, £. 33a. 

89. Ibid., f. 34>, 

90. Ibid., £. 36¢. 

91. Ibid., f. 36¢. 

92. Summa de sacram. (Paris Nat. lat. 17501, {£. 14° = The Hague 70 H 15, f. 2c. 

93. Summa aurea (ed. Fr, Regnault, f. 15>). 

94, Ibid., 16¢, 
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scilicet panis et vinum, eodem modo in essentia huius sacramenti dicuntur esse tria, 
scilicet ordo sacerdotalis et oratio fidei et materia, scilicet oleum consecratum ab 
episcop». 95 


This list presents us with about twenty-five instances, 
divided over eleven authors, in which the term materia is 
closely associated to the term forma. Practically in all 
of them, these words designate the two components of the 
sacramental sign, which Lombard calls res and verbum. 
Only in two texts, the one of Robert Paululus and the sec- 
ond of William of Auxerre, do they have — at least as 
far as the term forma is concerned — a different mean- 
ing: the first uses indeed materia for the elements but 
forma for the rite of the sacrifice; the other applies ma- 
teria to the bread and wine in the eucharist, but forma to 
the species thereof.” Those exceptions only go to prove 
that the coupling of materia and forma was not restricted 
to those instances where they replace res and verbum. 

The manner in which they are used is not absolutely 
uniform: best attested is the association of materia with 
forma verborum (10 times) ; next comes the couplet ma- 
teri-forma without any addition (6 times) ; in all other 
cases, the words receive a determination of some kind, 
sacramenti, sacrificii, baptismi or materia elementi, pa- 
nis, aguae, rei and so on. 

It is noteworthy that, of all the examples given, none 
is concerned with the sacraments in genere; a statement, 
such as “sacramentum consistit in materia et forma,” 
that would match Lombard’s principle on res and ver- 
bum, does not occur. Neither are the words used for 
each and all of the sacraments in specie. On the contrary, 
with the exception of one apropos of confirmation,” all 
applications concern either baptism or the eucharist. All 
this suggests that the use of materia and forma parallels 
the use of res and verbum and their synonyms. 

However, one can not fail to notice the frequency with 
which the association of the terms materia and forma oc- 
curs in connection with the components of the sacraments. 
To designate the latter, the theology of our period had 

95. Ibid., £+ 424, 


96. See list, texts 3 and 1b. 
97. See list, text lla. 
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many other denominations at its disposal, such as elemen- 
tum, res, elementares substantiae, forma realis or ret, 
aqua, panis, oleum etc. for the physical element, and ver- 
ba, dicta, oratio, benedictio, preces mysticae for the sacra- 
mental formula. With these all kinds of combinations 
were possible, of which, as noticed before, many were 
actually employed. But, with the exception of the Au- 
gustinian couplet elementum-verbum in connection with 
baptism, none, not even res-verbum, is so steadily and so 
frequently attested as the combination of materia with 
forma. 

This recurrent association can not be explained by the 
fact that materia and forma function as synonyms of the 
couplet res-verbum. That explanation would hold good 
in the supposition that they had been the only synonyms 
used; unfortunately, there were many others, and the 
literature of the time furnishes examples enough that 
couple materia with verba instead of forma, and forma 
with res or elementum instead of materia.* Moreover 
the texts of Robert Paululus and William of Auxerre, dis- 
cussed above, suggest that the tendency to couple materia 
and forma was at work even when these terms were no 
substitutes for res and verbum. 


The decided preference of the theologians for using 
conjointly materia and forma could easily be accounted 
for, if already then they had had the correlative Aristo- 
telian meaning which they received in later theology. But 
up to the time of William Auxerre, and in the Summa 
aurea of this author as well, the words materia and forma, 
whether associated or not, never designate the components 
of the sacraments as determinable and determinative ele- 
ments. As a synonym for res or elementum, the word 
materia always means “physical thing or substance,” 
such as water, oil, bread and wine; never is it applied to 
a ritual action, say, ablution or unction; on the contrary, 
Pseudo-Peter Poitiers opposes materia to facta,” and 
Stephen Langton distinguishes ablution and baptismal 
water as sacramentum and materia ut in qua fit sacra- 





98. Cf. supra p. 125, and p. 137, n. 66. 
99, Cf. text supra p. 119. 
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mentum.’ In similar contexts, forma and forma ver- 
borum also have but one meaning, namely that of “form- 
ula”; Pseudo-Langton interchanges freely forma with 
verba, forma verborum with ordo verborum,™ and Wil- 
liam of Auxerre compares the materia and forma of bap- 
tism and the eucharist with the materia and oratio fidei 
of extreme unction; '” others do not hesitate to use ex- 
pressions like verba formae '® or proferre and exprimere 
formam.'" For the rest, the many parallel texts, espe- 
cially the ones that oppose materia to verba, and forma 
to res or elementum, evidences the perfect synonymity of 
materia with res or elementum and of forma with verba 
or oratio. Therefore it would be a mistake to translate 
‘the terms materia and forma, in the texts quoted above, 
with “matter” and “form”; at this stage of doctrinal 
development, their English equivalents are simply “phy- 
sical element” and “formula”. With such a meaning 
however, those terms can by no means be called corre- 
latives. 

The solution we are looking for can only rest in the 
material identity which happened to exist between these 
terms as used in sacramental theology and in the Latin 
translations of Aristotle’s philosophical works. In the 
latter’s conception, they were strictly correlated terms, 
one designating the undetermined but determinable, the 
other the determining principle of the corporal substance; 
for that reason, the terms in the Aristotelian sense could 
not but be associated. The theologians of the twelfth 





100. Quaest. (Cambridge St. John’s Coll. 57, f. 317¢): Sed in hoe est differentia 
quod forma panis sacramentum est, aqua non; sed ablutio aquae materialis sacramen- 
tum est ablutionis interioris. Et haec ratio primi: sub ipsa forma panis latet corpus 
Christi quod ex multis membris est, sicut panis ex multis granis; sed aqua materialis 
nihil clausum in se habet, sed est materia ut in qua fiat sacramentum baptismi. 

101. See list, texts 7a and 7 b. — On ordo verborum as a synonym of forma ver- 
borum, cf. Peter Comestor, Hist. eccles., in Evang., 197 (PL 198, 1643 CD): Ordini 
verborum Domini adhaerent haeretici huius temporis dicentes non oportere baptizari 
nisi credentem. 

102. See list, text llc. 

103. Peter the Chanter, Summa de sacram. (Paris Nat. lat. 14521, f. 13¢): Va- 
riantes autem verba huius formae (baptismi). 

104. IJbid., f. 134: . . . cum integre proferatur forma baptismi; Huguccio, Summa 
in Decret. c. 86, D. IV de cons.: Item quicumque baptizat, intendit praedictam for- 
mam exprimere (quoted by Fr. Gillmann, Die Notwendigkeit der Intention, etc., in 
Der Katholik XVIII (1916) 51, n. 1). 
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century make abundant use of Aristotle’s hylemorphic 
theory even in sacramental matters.’ Accustomed to 
use the Aristotelian formula, they would be inclined to 
couple the same terms whenever an occasion should arise, 
even it in other contexts and in a different meaning. Such 
was the case after theology had started to employ the 
originally independent words materia and forma as syno- 
nyms, among many others, of res and verbum. In imita- 
tion and under the influence of the well-established and 
much employed Aristotelian expression, it was but nat- 
ural, and we may say nearly fatal, that among all the dif- 
ferent denominations for the two components of the sacra- 
ment, they selected materia and forma in preference to 
all others. 


During the present period, the influence of the Aris- 
totelian terminology upon the sacramental one remains 
purely external, for it affects merely the association, not 
yet the meaning, of the terms materia and forma. It is 
not difficult to see however that it created new possibili- 


ties for interpreting in a different way Lombard’s prin- 
ciple on the res and verbum of the sacraments. Of these 
the following generation will avail itself. 


DaMIAN VAN DEN Eynope, O.F.M. 
Rome, Italy. 


(To be continued) 


105. Cf. for instance the gloss of Pseudo-Peter of Poitiers on Lombard’s quota- 
tion of Lanfranc’s text: “Sacrificium Ecclesiae duobus confici, duobus constare” 
(Sentent. IV, d. 10, c. 1 ed. Quaracchi 798-799): ‘“Duobus confici,” id est “duobus 
constare,” quod idem est. Constare dico quoad exigentiam, non quoad partium com- 
positionem. Unde notandum quod “constare” hoc verbum dupliciter accipitur. Dicitur 
enim domus constare ex pariete et tecto et fundamento, et ita “constare” hic notat 
partium compositionem. Quandoque vero notat exigentiam cum dicitur: statua con- 
stat ex materia et forma; non quod ista duo sint partes statuae, — forma enim num- 
quam potest esse pars alicuius, — sed quia ista duo exiguntur ad esse statuae. Sub 
eodem sensu accipitur “constare” hic, cum dicitur sacramentum eucharistiae constare 
ex visibili elementorum, id est elementatorum, specie, scilicet panis et vini, et propria 
Christi carne et sanguine. 





TRADITIONIS GALLICAE SAEC. XII-XIV 
IGNOTA DOCUMENTA DE VIRGINIS ASSUMPTIONE 

Studium adhuc edimus, fragmenta iterum colligentes medio- 
aevalis traditionis, quam iamdiu restituere et illustrare conamur. 
Occasionem nacti recentioris publicationis voluminis P. C. Balic¢, 
O.F.M., edebamus sermonem Richardi Fitz Ralph’, qui nobis sig- 
nificatione dignus visus fuerat, cum paucissima noscantur tradi- 
tionis anglicae documenta, de qua nunc aliud testimonium indicare 
possumus, scriptum scilicet Stephani de Sallai, exaratum prioribus 
decenniis saec. XIII. Est simplex declaratio fidei in assumptionem 
absque ulla demonstratione, nam contemplationes pii cisterciensis 
monachi non immorantur in inquisitione argumentorum ”. 

In hoc novo studio attentio nostra ad traditionem assumptionis- 
ticam gallicam vergit, quae una cum italica est ditior et melius 
cognita. Sed satis est in fontes minus apertos figere oculos, ut 
statim pateat quam adhuc imperfecta cognitio nostra sit et quot 
anuli desint in traditionis continuitate. 

Documenta quae exhibebimus, partim inedita sunt et partim 
edita in editionibus raris vel accessu difficilibus, eademque plane 
ignorantur a scriptoribus assumptionisticis, ut M. Jugie* et C. 
Balic 4, qui ad historiam texendam doctrinae theologicae de as- 
sumptione maxime contulerunt. Adhuc autem et in nostris scriptis 
praecedentibus *, quibus istae paginae supplementum esse volunt, 





1) Un sermone inedito su l’assunzione della Vergine di Riccardo Fitz Ralph Pri- 
mate d’ Irlanda (+1360), in Studi Francescani, s. 3, XX (1948), 115-25. 

2) A. Wilmart, 0.S.B., Les méditations d’Etienne de Sallai sur les joices de la 
Sainte-Vierge, in Revue d’ascét, et de myst., X (1929), 412s: “Forma ergo in animo 
tuo reginam caeli a dextris filii sui in throno gloriae corporaliter residentem, . . . pec- 
tus purissimum in quo eum fovit et reclinavit, ubera de caelo plena quibus eum lac- 
tavit ostendentem, et sicut fidelem mediatricem pro salute suorum fiducialiter agen- 
tem .. . Gaude, gloriosissima Dei genitrix . . . in die solemnitatis et laetitiae .. . 
gavisa es in adventu dilectissimi filii tui, quando te in corpore et anima glorificans 
collocavit ad dexteram maiestatis in excelsis.” 

3) La mort et Passomption de la Sainte Vierge (Studi e Testi, 114), Citta del 
Vaticano 1944, 

4) Testimonia de assumpt. B. V. Mariae ex omnibus saeculis, 1 (Bibl. Assumpt. 
B. V. M., 1) Romae 1948. Aliud testimonium pro Virginis assumptione item ex gallica 
traditione, illud scilicet Ioannis XXII, quod desideratur in praelaudato opere C. Balié¢, 
iam protulit E. Longpré, O.F.M., L’assomption et l’Ecole franciscaine, in Vers le dogme 
de l'assomption (Studia mariana, IV), Montréal 1948, 213, 224. 

5) Assumptio B. V. Mariae apud scriptores saec. XIII (Bibl. Mariana Medii Aevi, 
IV), Sibenici-Romae 1942; Contributo allo studio della teologia e della leggenda del- 
V'assunzione della Vergine nel sec. XIV, in Studi Francescani, s.3, XVI (1944), 97-117; 
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non citantur. Diximus ‘supplementum,’ nam cogitandum non 
est de definitivo complemento, cum scripta ista occasionalium in- 
quisitionum sint fructus. TTamen qui cum huiusmodi studiis vel 
modice familiaris est, statim coniecturare potest et exiguum fruc- 
tum postulasse aliorum fontium ampliorem explorationem, qui 
legenti nullum dignum nota elementum obtulerunt. 

Sic et nobis res evenerunt. Quaesivimus et legimus sermones 
De assumptione Mauritii de Sully Parisiensis episcopi sub finem 
saec. XII °; pro saec. XIII sermones Stephani Bérout 7, Ioannis de 
Abbatisvilla *, Guillelmi de Busci, qui a P. Glorieux inventus est 
idem ac Guillelmus de Lexeuil, O.P.°%, sermonem Ioannis can- 
cellarii Parisiensis in domo Dei in vigilia assumptionis, qui item 
a Glorieux idem inventus est ac Ioannes de Alleux ', Evrardi 
de Valle Scholarium "', sermonem fr. Io. de Legio: dominica in- 
fra octavam ad Beghinas** et sermones Nicolai de Hacqueville, 
O.F.M. *; pro saeculo autem XIV sermones Bernardi Lombardi, 
O.P. 4 et Iacobi Fournier (Benedictus XII) °, etc. et non pauca 





XVIII (1946), 44-61; La morte e lassunzione della B. V. nella letteratura medioevale, 
in Atti del Congresso Nazionale mariano dei Fr. Minori d'Italia (Studia mariana, 1), 
Roma 1948, 283-361. 

6) Parisiis, Bibl. Mazarina, cod. 999, £. 53b. 

7) Parisiis, Bibl. Nation., cod. lat. 16502, f. 38r: “Mulier gratiosa . . . Lex tempo- 
ralis”; cf. P. Glorieux, Répertoire des maitres en théologie de Paris au XIIle siécle, I, 
Paris 1933, 295. 

8) Parisiis, Bibl. Nation., cod. lat. 3301 B, £. 46a-53d; cod. 3560, f. 46a-50b. 

9) Venetiis, Bibl. Marciana, cod. Z lat. 92 (1897), £. 253c: “Mulier gratiosa... In 
verbis propositis”; cf. Glorieux, Répertoire, I, 133. In f. 99b eiusdem Ms. in sermone 
anonymo “Astitit regina ... Notate verba” legitur: “Post transitum eius satis cito 
creditur ibi conscendisse corpore induta.” Diffusa huius codicis descriptio praebe- 
tur a M. Grahmann, Die Werke des hl. Thomas von Aquin, ed. 3 (Beitrége zur Gesch, 
der Phil. und Theol. des Mittelalters, Band XII, Heft 1-2), Minster i W. 1949, 385-7. 

10) Parisiis, Bibl. Nation., cod. lat. 16481, {£. 289c-92: “Quae est ista . . . In prin- 
cipio”; cf. Glorieux, Répertoire, I, 141. 

11) Parisiis, Bibl. Arsen., cod. 401, f. 318d-29b; Bibl. Nation., cod. lat. 12426, 
{. 261: tres sermones de assumptione inveniuntur. 

12) Parisiis, Bibl. Nation., cod. lat. 16431, {. 292a-4: “Quae est ista... Sicut scitis.” 

13) Parisiis, Bibl. Nation., cod. lat. 15957, f£. 140b-5c: tres sermones de assum- 
ptione. Habetur tamen implicita allusio ad corpoream assumptionem, praesertim cum 
adducitur nota sententia S. Bernardo tributa: “Item praeparata fuit in sua conceptione, 
quia in utero fuit sanctificata. Item praeparata fuit in Salvatoris conceptione, quia 
femes peccati tunc omnino exstinctus fuit in ipsa. Item praeparata fuit in assum- 
ptione . . . Item quia advocata nostra est, unde Bernardus: O homo, securum habes 
accessum ad Deum... caritatis insignia” (f. 142c). De hoc scriptore cf. B. Hau- 
reau, in Histoire littéraire de la France (=HLF), XXXI, Paris 1893, 95-100. 

14) Avenione, Bibl. Municip., cod. 320: “Collatio de assensione B. M.”, ubi fit 
declaratio de Virginis conceptione: “Sic quamdiu Virgo fuit in lumbis naturae cor- 
ruptae, quasi in mari fuit amara amaritudine peccati originalis” (f. 9r); cf. P. Four- 
nier, in HLF XXXVII, Paris 1938, 517-22. 


15) Bibl. Vaticana, cod. Vat. lat. 4006, £. 464v; cf. HLF XXXVII, 199. 





CAELESTINUS PIANA, O.F.M. — 14 


commenta in Cantica et in Psalmos. Sed nullam ibi explicitam 
declarationem pro assumptione corporea Virginis invenimus. 

Elementa positiva quae colligimus, spatio duorum saeculorum 
comprehenduntur, a secunda medietate saec. XII ad primam me- 
dietatem saec. XIV. Momentum quod prae se ferunt, non est 
omnino negligendum. Una cum prioribus popularibus composi- 
tionibus, quales sunt versus Wace '* et Hermanni de Valencenis 7 
saec. XII, cum anonymo poémate L’assumptions Notre Dame e 
prima saec. XIII medietate, cuius auctor videtur esse Gualterius 
de Coinci '8, cum poémate ‘provinciali’ Le Breviari d’amor poétae 
trobadorici Matfre Ermengaud, O.F.M., sub finem saec. XIII 
(cuius contenta multo magis digna sunt consideratione, quatenus 
auctor postquam leviter narrationes legendarias attinxit, insistit in 
demonstratione assumptionis),.una cum istis — dicebamus — ha- 
bentur theologi. 

Post Guidonem de Orchellis, cuius Summa de officiis Ecclesiae 
posterior censetur a. 1215 7°, habetur Odo de Castro Radulphi 
(Eudes de Chateauroux), cuius sunt duo sermones a. 1231 habiti. 4 
Forsan parum posteriores sunt sermones Ioannis de Rupella, 
O.F.M. (+ 1245), nam panegyrici in honorem S. Antonii Patavini 


in sermonario contenti 22, indicant collectionem saltem sermonum, 





16) Cf. P. Meyer, Légendes hagiographiques en francais, in HLF XXXIII, Paris 
1906, 363-5; textus infra tradendi exstat redactio brevior ac aliquantisper differens, 
quam invenire potes apud P. Meyer, Notice de MS. de [Arsenal 5201, in Romania, 
XVI (1887), 54ss. 

17) P. Meyer, Légendes hagiographiques, 366; A. Duval, Le prétre Herman, in 
HLF XVIII, Paris 1835, 830-7; U. Chevalier, Répertoire des sources hist. du M. A.: 
Bio-bibliographie, I, Paris 1905, 2127. 

18) Meyer, Légendes hagiographiques, 366s; praeterquam in codice a nobis adhi- 
bito, poéma asservatur quoque in cod. 3517 Bibl. Arsenalis (Parisiis), f. 121.  . 

19) Cf. P. Meyer, Matfré Ermengau de Béziers, troubadour, in HLF XXXII, Paris 
1898, 16-56. 

20) H. Betti, O.F.M., Animadversiones in opera Guidonis de Orchellis, in Anto- 
manum, XXIV (1949), 49; Glorieux, Répertoire, I, 285. 

21) M. M. Davy, Les sermons universitaires Parisiens de 1230-1231 (Etudes de 
philos. médiév., XV), Paris 1931, 6, 17, 128-30; nihil notandum in sermone habito ab 
anonymo fratre Minore die 15 augusti 1231, ac edito a Davy, ibid., 402-7. 

22) Parisiis, Bibl. Nation., cod. lat. 15939, f. 215b: “Quasi stella matutina...ad 
laudem et gloriam b. Antonii praedicatoris fratrum minorum”; secundus sermo in 
f. 217d, tertius vero in f. 218d: “Perfectus autem omnis erit... Magister b. 
Antonii fuit b. Franciscus, unde quamvis huiusmodi magisterium dicatur de se- 
cundo, potest nihilominus dici de b. Francisco. Ipse b. Antonius perfectus fuit 
sicut magister eius.” Horum sermonum collectioni non praeficitur nomen Ioan- 
nis de Rupella; cf. V. Doucet, Maitres franciscains de Paris: Supplément au “Ré- 
pertoire .. .” de M. le Chan. P. Glorieux, in Arch. Franc. Hist.. XXVII (1934), 540. 
P. W. Lampen, in Studi Francescani, s. 3, VII (1935), 446-51, edidit quemdam ser- 
monem Rupellensis de Virginis assumptione, sed cl. auctor minus feliciter selegit, nam 
in illo sermone nulla invenitur mentio de assumptione corporea. 
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qua talem, posteriorem esse anno 1232, qui fuit annus canoniza- 
tionis Sancti. Ita fit ut Ioannis de Rupella testimonium antiquis- 
simum omnium e traditione franciscana sit, post illud S. Antonii 
Patavini. Periodus aurea Scholasticae repraesentatur a Bernardo 
de Trilia, O.P. #3, a Nicolao Gorran, O.P. **, a Gerardo Rhemen- 
si **, a Guidone Ebroicensi, O.P. °°, dum theologia assumptionistica 
primae medietaris saec. XIV hic repraesentabitur a Iacobo de Lau- 
sania *’, quem putamus includi posse in gallica traditione, a Ber- 
trando de Turre, O.F.M.*8, a Durando de S. Porciano, O.P. 79, a 
Petro de Palude, O.P.**, a card. Petro Rogerii archiep. Rothoma- 
gensi (qui fuit Clemens VI) *! et ab fratre Astancio, O.F.M. 32. 


23) Cf. Glorieux, Répertoire, I, 155-7; V. Doucet, in Arch. Franc. Hist.. XXVI 
(1933), 211. 

24) Quétif-Echard, Scriptores Ord. Praed., 1, Lutetiae Par. 1721, 268b, 385a, 
437ss; F. Lajard, in HLF XX, Paris 1842, 324-56. 

25) Glorieux, Répertoire, I, 372-4. 

26) Quétif-Echard, Scriptores, I, 420s; F. Lajard, in HLF XXI, Paris 1847, 174-80; 
I. Michaud-Quantin, Guy d’Evreux, O.P., technicien du sermonnaire médiéval, in Arch. 
Fratrum Praed., XX (1950), 213-33. 

27) Quétif-Echard, Scriptores, I, 547-9; B. Haureau, in HLF XXXIII, Paris 1906, 
459-79. 

28) L. Oliger, O.F.M., Fr. Bertrandi de Turre processus contra Spirituales Aqui- 
taniae (1315), in Arch. Franc. Hist., XVI (1923), 323-55; C. V. Langlois, in HLF 
XXXVI, Paris 1927, 190-203; Glorieux, Répertoire, II, 238-42. 

29) J. Koch, Durandus de S. Porciano, O.P. (Beitraége zur Gesch. der Phil. des 
Mittelalters, Band XXVI, I. Halbband), Miinster i. W. 1927; Glorieux, Répertoire, I, 
214-22; P. Fournier, in HLF XXXVII, Paris 1936, 1-38. 

30) P. Fournier, in HLF XXXVII, 39-84. — C. Bali¢, Testimonia, 304s, adducit 
textus de assumptione Petro de Palude concreditos ac ex opere Sermones sive enar- 
rationes in evangelia de tempore ac sanctorum festis depromptos, sed hoc opus, ut iam 
Fournier, 1. c. 83, evicit, nullo modo tribui potest Petro de Palude, nam ibi theses 
proponuntur oppositae scholae dominicanae, cuius Paludanus assecla est, et habetur 
mentio de quibusdam historicis eventibus, qui morte illius auctoris plurimum sunt 
posteriores. In nostra dissertatione La morte, 352, nota 3, verbulum fecimus de alio 
textu Petri de Palude, in Comment. ad Sent., ubi auctor assumptionem profitetur, sed 
ille textus e Durando de S. Porciano depromptus est. 

31) P. Fournier, in HLF XXXVII, 209-38; G. Mollat, L’oeuvre oratoire de Clé- 
ment VI, in Arch. d’hist. doctr. et littér. du M. A., Ill, Paris 1928, 239s; T. Kaeppeli, 
O.P., Predigten am pdpstlichen Hof von Avignon, in Arch. Fratrum Praed., XIX 
(1949), 393. 

32) Cf. V. Doucet, De operibus mss. fr. P. I. Olivi in Bibl. Univ. Patavinae asser- 
vatis, in Arch. Franc. Hist., XXVIII (1935), 183, nota 6; Th. M. Charland, O.P., Artes 
praedicandi: Contribution a histoire de la rhétorique du Moyen Age, Paris-Ottawa 
1936, 27s; F. Delorme, O.F.M., L’ “Ars faciendi sermones” de Géraud du Pescher, in 
Antonianum, XIX (1944), 169ss. Seriei auctorum nostrorum addi posset card. Nico- 
laus de Nonancour (7 23 sept. 1299), cui tribuitur argumentis criticae internae anony- 
mus sermo de assumptione: “Astitit regina... Ps. 44. Dicitur in gallico” (Bibl. Va- 
ticana, cod. Borgh. 140, f. 2v-7v; cf. Annaliese Maier, Due documenti nuovi relativi alla 
lotta dei cardinali Colonna contro Bonifazio VIII, in Rivista di storia della Chiesa in 
Tialia, U1 (1949), 351, nota 25). E praedicto sermone haec indicimus: “Vere mors 
eius debet dici transitus, quia ipsa die mortis, a mortis vinculis non depressa, in cae- 
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Quoad Durandum de S. Porciano frustra quaesivimus aliquam 
declarationem de corporea assumptione in sermone Humilem spt- 
ritu suscipiet gloria .. . Familia debet suscipi inter Sermones excel- 
lentissimi doctoris mag. Durandi, O.P. in cod. F. X. 13 Bibl. 
Commun. Senensis, £. 77b-78c, ubi ob defectum maioris specifica- 
tionis nominis aliquod dubium exsurgere potest circa auctoris 
identitatem cum Durando de S. Porciano, cuius operum elenchi 
codicem senensem penitus ignorant. 

Sed quae ex istis testimoniis elementa depromi possunt? Brevi- 
ter dicemus de certitudinis gradu, quo isti auctores ostendunt se 
assumptionem profiteri; argumenta indicabimus quae ab ipsis pro- 
feruntur in mysterii demonstratione et mentionem faciemus non- 
nullorum elementorum e legendis haustorum, quae assumptionis 
enarrationem comitantur. Necessarium non ducimus mentem 
horum auctorum illustrare ex scriptis coaevis, nisi quando id sug- 
gerat evidens convenientia, ne repetere cogamur quae in nostris 
notulis praecedentibus iam dicta sunt. 


I. — Gradus certitudinis piae fidei. Iam primus auctor elemen- 
tum aliquod praebet, ex quo sat communis illius temporis mens 


adhuc irretita dubiis perspici potest. Wace Virginis funus descri- 
bit: beatum corpus in valle Iosaphat sepultum fuit, sed videtur ab 
illo loco asportatum fuisse, cum nec visum nec inventum est. Quo- 
modo explicatur illa disparitio? Cum dicitur certam responsionem 
possibilem non esse, poéta sub evidenti influxu Pseudo-Hieronymi 
est, cuius dubium silentio fontium genuinorum ignorantiaque 
facti nitebatur: Quomodo autem vel quo tempore aut a quibus 
personis sanctissimum corpus eius inde ablatum fuerit, vel ubi 
translatum, utrumne resurrexerit, nescitur. Si status quaestionis sat 
communiter tunc sic proponebatur, intima tamen persuasio Wace 





lum assumpta fuit (f. 3r) ... Non enim astitit in sola anima . . . sed astitit in anima 
vestita carne sua benedicta. Et istud pie credendum est, quia ad hoc inducit vetus 
Testamentum, item et novum, etiam insuper rationis motivum. Vetus Testamentum 
hoc innuit triplici auctoritate. Prima auctoritas de David Psalmo 133: Surge, Do- 
mine ...; ideo de hac arca pie est credendum quod surrexerit (f. 5v) ... Ad hoc 
etiam inducit novum Testamentum. Dicit Dominus, Matth. 20: Sic erunt novissimi 
primi . . . Ad hoc etiam inducit rationis motivum: et hoc tripliciter: Primum sumitur 
ex plenitudine gratiae huius Virginis et matris Christi: Quomodo esset plene suo 
filio gratiosa, si una pars eius esset cum vermibus, et alia, scilicet anima, in caelis? 
Non videtur . . . Secundum sumitur ex totius et partis conformitate. Eadem enim 
est natura totius terrae et unius glebae ... Soluto igitur mortis debito, videtur quod 
pie credendum sit, quod ipso die mortis assumpta fuit in anima et corpore. Quod 
videtur innuere Collecta Veneranda nobis huius diei festivitas . . . Tertium sumitur 
ex decentia filii .. .” (f. 6rv). 
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non parum diversa erat. Si tu ex me quaeras — scribebat — quid 
ipse in ista re credam, respondeo me credere Mariam surrexisse. 
Maiora dubitationis vestigia inveniuntur in iudico prudentissimo 
Guidonis de Orchellis: in huiusmodi quaestione melius est omnia 
Deo relinquere, meliusque est pie dubitare cum Hieronymo, quam 
temerario ausu aliquid definire. Quae affirmatio propria est — 
etsi diversimode expressa — aliquorum scriptorum illius aetatis. 
Rationale divinorum officiorum Ioannis Beleth **, quem Guido in 
suo opere exarando sequebatur, aliquem influxum habere potuit 
pro efformatione huiusmodi iudicii. 

Auctores, de quibus sermonem facimus, conclusiones in studiis 
nostris praecedentibus expressas confirmant circa piae fidei evolu- 
tionem. Item confirmatio hic invenitur de non dubio progressu 
habito in secunda medietate saec. XIII, quando aurea Scholasticae 
periodus effloruit. Scriptores primae medietatis valde prudenter 
adhuc exprimunt piam fidem. Post Guidonem de Orchellis, qui 
verbis iam relatis praemittebat: Pie credi potest, Odo de Castro 
Radulphi scribebat: Pium est credere, et loannes de Rupella ad- 
huc timide: Possumus credere non solum in anima, sed etiam in 
corpore in caelis assumptam, et ulterius: Hodie forte est dupliciter 
elevata, in corpore scilicet et anima. Inde a secunda medietate 
saec. XIII expressiones Guidonis Ebroicensis (creditur), Nicolai 
Gorran (pie creditur) et Petri Rogerii (pie a fidelibus creditur) iam 
a dubio liberae videntur. 

Tamen inter nostros auctores, etsi paucos, vox auditur dissona 
et quae resonare videtur argumenta iam transacti temporis et ex- 
ceptionem constituere pleno et certo consensui quem pia fides 
adepta erat labente saec. XIII, ope scilicet Matfre Ermengaud. 
Poéta enarrat quomodo Virgo beata tumulata fuit in valle Iosa- 
phat, ubi — ipse dicit — adhuc exstant ecclesia ac monumentum. 
Qui sepulcrum visitarunt, illud invenerunt vacuum, quod factum 
argumentum praestitit multis doctoribus multisque catholicis auc- 
toribus dubitandi utrum necne Mariae concessum fuerit resurrec- 
tionis anticipatae privilegium. Quisque liber est — prosequitur 
poéta — quamlibet sequi sententiam, et credere potest corpus bene- 
dictum in caelum assumptum fuisse vel ipsum in alium locum 
translatum. Multi ex piis fidelibus cum certitudine credunt Vir- 
ginem iam ex mortuis surrexisse et in caelis adesse. Sed certitudo 
non habetur et in affirmationem ruere non possumus, quando 
magis prudentiae consonum est dubitare quam definire, iuxta Doc- 





33) Cap. 146 (PL 202, 148). 
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toris sententiam, cum non sint inspicienda mysteria quae Deus 
revelare noluit. 

Nos non latet istarum declarationum gravitas. Doctor cui 
Matfre alludit quin illum nominet, est Pseudo-Hieronymus, cuius- 
que declarationes expressas in notissima epistola apocrypha ad 
Paulam et Eustochium ad amussim repetit poéta. Si factum repe- 
titionis vim minuit aliquatenus illarum affirmationum, non impe- 
dit tamen ut dissonantia in choro consensuum piae fidei advertatur. 
Hactenus ut exceptio pro illis annis exhiberi poterat unice expres- 
sio Guillelmi Durandi (7 1296) *4, pro nimia dependentia a citato 
Rationali divinorum officiorum Ioannis Beleth. 

Iudicium Matfre erat veluti praemissa iis quae ipse expositurus 
erat de Virginis corporea assumptione. Inter praemissam et expo- 
sitionem inseritur novus modus rem considerandi, quia Matfre 
postquam influxui Pseudo-Hieronymi se subiecerat, ad theologos 
coaevos redivit et ita demonstrationi initium dedit: Sed unusquis- 
que firmiter credat a Deo Virginem honorificatam esse isto privi- 
legio. Eisdem denique verbis demonstratio absolvitur. 

Si suspicari licet non plene veritati respondere testimonium 
Pseudo-Hieronymi, scilicet Paschasii Radberti, ubi dicitur: Multi 
nostrorum dubitant **, et contraria evidens assertio possibilis non 
est solummodo ob insufficientia documenta litteraria synchrona 
cum illo scripto apocrypho, categorice affirmari potest eadem ver- 
ba sensibiliter amplificata sub calamo Matfre conditiones piae fidei 
minime referre historiamque deformare. Iam saeculo XII Wace 
de Virgine scribere poterat: ‘“Creons dont communaument ‘que 
toute est el ciel hautement.” Immo duo auctores Matfre coaevi 
certos nos reddunt de consensu Ecclesiae in eadem veritate admit- 
tenda: Pie credit Ecclesia, profitetur Gerardus Rhemenis, et Ber- 
nardus de Trilia: Convenienter tenet Ecclesia. Non parvi mo- 
menti sunt istae affirmationes, quibus similem non novimus inter 
coaevos nisi illam Iacobi a Voragine **, eo quod permittunt ut cum 
fundamento dubitetur de eo quod eisdem annis Vincentius Bello- 
vacensis scribebat Ecclesia quidem non asserit*". Bertrandus de 
Turre curam quoque habet declarandi favoris conditionem piae 
fidei in privilegio Mariae relate ad legendam quae supponit ut 
iam peractam Ioannis apostoli assumptionem: Revera — salva b. 
Ioannis reverentia — non dico quod ita sic firmiter possunt astrui 

34) Rationale divinorum officiorum, VII, c. 24 (Venetiis 1568, f. 294d). 

35) Epist.9 ad Paulam et Eustochium, n. 2 (PL 30, 123). 


36) Legenda aurea, c. 119 (ed. T. Graesse, Lipsiae 1850, 510). 
37) Speculum maius: Speculum historiale, VII, c. 79 (Venetiis 1591, IV, f. 84d). 
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de ipso (Ioanne) sicut de Virgine matre, de qua omnino decuit; 
et paulo post Astancius proponit efficaciter assumptionem, ut veri- 
tatem communiter et certo admissam, ut demonstret Virginis im- 
maculatam conceptionem. 


II. — Sicut pro certitudinis gradu, ita et pro veritatis demonstra- 
tione textus a nobis prolati ex se ideam praebent opinionis theolo- 
gorum illius temporis circa assumptionem. Maior argumentorum 
pars tunc temporis cognitorum ibi exprimitur vel saltem insinua- 
tur, quin tamen nova vere tradantur. Meliores paginae et quae 
aspectum originalitatis aliquomodo praeseferunt in argumentorum 
elaboratione, Bertrando de Turre debentur. 

Quando exponuntur argumenta pro incorruptione in sepulcro 
apud Petrum Rogerii saepe occurrit mentio virginitatis, quatenus 
haec iam supponit peculiarem Dei dispositionem erga Mariam alio- 
rumque privilegiorum concessionem. Si huiusmodi argumentum 
non urgebat nisi convenientiam vel illationem, aliud argumentum, 
qued nitebatur in Virginis sanctitate, simplicem convenientiam 
excedebat et asserebat incorruptionis necessitatem. Iam signifi- 
cari id nobis videtur — quod commune non est in theologia assum- 
ptionistica saec. XII — in versibus Wace: La char de li fu sans 
luxure, ne fu mie a porreture. Magis explicite Bernardus de Trilia 
asserit corruptionem non tetigisse corpus Mariae post mortem, 
eodem modo ac prava concupiscentia ipsum non tetigerat in vita. 
Strictius argumentum ad conclusionem perducit, cum Bertrandus 
de Turre inter fomitem peccati et corruptionem in sepulcro sta- 
tuit nexum sicut causae et effectus. Hoc admisso principio, con- 
clusio favorabilis erit Mariae. Quamvis dissentiat ab opinione 
conceptionis immaculatae tunc Parisiis a Scoto defensa, Bertrandus 
una cum coaevis theologis admittit fomitem peccati plane extinc- 
tum fuisse in secunda sanctificatione, cum scilicet Verbum incar- 
natum est in sinu Virginis, ac consequenter peccandi possibilita- 
tem in ipsa amplius non remansisse. Ablata concupiscentiae 
causa, et corruptionis effectus esse desinit. Ex eodem principio 
exordiendo, etiam Petrus Rogerii ad conclusionem perveniebat 
quod “‘ubi non fuit ignis, non debuit esse cinis”. 

Quod possibilitatem attinet resurrectionis anticipatae Virginis, 
iam Wace, sub influxu Pseudo-Augustini, Ionae afferebat exem- 
plum, mirum in modum in ventre piscis servati tribus diebus, et 
exemplum trium puerorum in fornace illaesorum ardenti, etc., 
dum Petrus Rogerii, memorans anticipatam aliquorum resurrec- 
tionem, cum Iesus exspiraret, et eschatologicam legendam Ioannis 
apostoli — qui duo casus iam a Pseudo-Hieronymo erant propo- 
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siti ** — concludebat ad magis impellentem convenientiam qua fac- 
tum sit ut idem privilegium concessum sit etiam Mariae. 

Frustra adhuc diceretur auctores quoque nostros in demonstra- 
tione assumptionis S. Scripturam advocare animo elementa pro- 
bativa inveniendi. Exempli gratia, Odo de Castro Radulphi credit 
inysterium revelatum fuisse in Ps. 131, 8: Surge, Domine etc., et 
Ioannes de Rupella defendit sensum assumptionisticum Psalmi 44, 
10: Astitit regina. Aliquanto post Bertrandus de Turre privile- 
gium deducit ex angelica salutatione: Ave, gratia plena, et Gerar- 
dus Rhemensis ex verbis: Benedicta tu in mulieribus (Luc. 1, 28). 

Elementum commune in expositione rationis theologicae pri- 
vilegii mariani est maternitas divina, sed dum aliqui, ut Wace, 
Guido Ebroicensis et Iacobus de Lausania, intra limites manent 
formae argumenti a Pseudo-Augustino statuti, diversimode de- 
monstrantes contradictionem quae non sinit cogitare corpus matris 
Christi ut corruptioni subiectum, plenamque convenientiam illud 
in caelis cogitandi, alii, ut Matfre Ermengaud, Durandus de S. 
Porciano et Petrus Rogerii e principio aristotelico ordiuntur: 
“Quorum enim est una natura, est et unus locus,” ita argumento 
vim tribuentes ultra convenientiam. Quoad divinam maternita- 
tem, Bertrandus de Turre animadvertit obligationem ex parte 
Iesu clarificandi matrem non exhauriri illius animae exaltatione, 
nam Maria “magis fuit mater secundum corpus quam secundum 
animam”’ (cf. quoque Durandum de S. Porciano). Apud eumdem 
Bertrandum, apud Matfre et Petrum Rogerii occurrit argumen- 
tum depromptum ex reliquiarum Virginis absentia necnon ex pri- 
vatione cultus ipsis debiti, quod cogit in suppositionem iam 
effectae assumptionis. Guido Ebroicensis ac praelaudatus Ber- 
trandus necessariam censent glorificationem corporis Mariae ob 
gratiae plenitudinem quam in terris habuit. Aliaque accedunt 
argumenta, sicut illud quod urget praesentiam virginei corporis 
in caelo ut mediatio Matris apud Filium validior evadat, vel aliud 
secundum quod praestat Virginem comparticipem fieri privilegiis 
Iesu, qui domino corruptionis in sepulcro subtractus fuit, etc. 
Praeterea, Bernardus de Trilia, revocans Collectam Sacramentarii 
Gregoriani, argumento liturgico veritatem confirmat. 

Sed quae vis probativa tribuebatur rationi theologicae nuper 
‘expositae? Bertrandus de Turre, sua peracta expositione, confi- 
tetur rationes adductas probabiles esse, ne quidem demonstra- 
tiones, veritatem diffuse expositam se pie credere, attamen sibi 
persuasum non esse ipsam a se demonstratam. Huiusmodi decla- 





38) Epist.9 ad Paulam et Eustochium, n. 2 (PL 30, 123s). 
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ratio notatu digna est, quatenus, valorem theologicae demonstra- 
tionis non extollens, exceptio videtur facili modo tunc iudicandi. 
Ceteroquin Bertrandus optimus testis certitudinis piae fidei cen- 
sendus est, cum profitetur: Sic enim pie credimus et supponimus, 
et nostrae credulitati falsum non subest. 

Inquisitionum nostrarum decursu, numquam obliti sumus 
quemdam textum auctoris hungarici saec. XV, scilicet Oswaldi de 
Lasco, qui ut assumptionem demonstret, adducit quamdam revela- 
tionem S. Bernardo *°, aliunde penitus ignotam. Sperare licitum 
erat gallicam traditionem, utpote Mellifluo doctori proximiorem, 
elementa praebere ad originem struendam huius legendae, sed 
nihil deteximus. Attracti sumus, sed ad breve tempus, a quodam 
ignoto textu fr. Paulini de Venetiis, O.F.M. (¢ 1344): Per hoc quod 
dicit Bernardus de eius facie et voce, aperte dicit quod assumpta 
sit cum corpore *°. Attamen hic textus sat obscurus, in quo quis 
forsitan posset mentionem detegere revelationis, interpretandus 
est sub luce textus S. Bernardi, ubi dicitur de gaudio spirituum 
caelestium in Virginis assumptione: . . . Quid putamus quaenam 
illa fuerit caelestium exsultatio, cum et vocem audire et videre fa- 
ciem, et beata eius frui praesentia meruerunt?? *), 


III.- — Verbulum tantummodo faciemus de elemento legen- 
dario. Statim dicimus poéma Gualterio de Coinci tributum non 


esse nisi amplificationem narrationis quam praebet Transitus Vir- 
ginis Mariae, auctore Pseudo-Melitone **. Sed in aliis quoque 
narrationibus apostoli censentur transitui Mariae adfuisse. Ita 
conspicitur origo traditionum particularium, quia dum in diversis 
poéticis compositionibus vel narrationibus popularibus in Italia 
exortis evolvitur legenda absentiae Thomae apostoli, nonnullis 
discrepantiis circa particularia non obstantibus *%, traditio gallica, 





39) Sermones de sanctis perutiles a quodam fratre Hungaro ord. min. de Observ. 
compositi “Biga salutis” intitulati, serm. 73 (Hagenaw 1498, absque ff. numeratione) ; 
ct. C. Piana, L’assomption de la Vierge et l’Ecole Franciscaine du XV¢e siécle, in Stu- 
dia mariana, VI, Paris 1950, 86. 

40) Satyrica gestarum rerum regum atque regnorum et Summ. Pont. historia, c. 
76 (cod. Vat. lat. 1960, f. 157a). 

41) Sermo 1 in assumpt. B.V.M., n. 1 (PL 183, 415). 

42) C. Tischendorf, Apocalypses apocryphae . . ., Lipsiae 1866, 124-36; presso PG 
5, 1231-40. 

43) De hac legenda disseruimus in Assumptio, 26-30 (quoad saec. XIII); Con- 
tributo, in Studi Francescani, s. 3, XVI (1944), 114-7 (quoad saec. XIV); cf. quoque 
textus editus a L. Frati, Testo dialettale veneto della vita della B. V. Maria, in Bull. 
critico di cose francescane, I (1905), 140s; necnon hucusque inexploratum Libellum 
de assumptione Virginis, auctore Georgio Benigno archiep. Nazareno, O.M. Conv. 
(~ 1520 c.), ubi legenda adhuc profertur his verbis: “. . . Thomas autem apostolus et 
fidelis clamavit: Ecce, Domina, tu ad regna caelestia properas, aliquid pro dilectionis 
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prout in nostris textibus conspicitur, hanc legendam ignorare vide- 
tur. Wace et Matfre, cum asserunt sepulcrum Virginis vacuum 
inventum esse, derelinquunt Pseudo-Melitonis narrationem (Re- 
censio B), in qua sermo est de adventu Iesu ad matris sepulcrum, 
adsantibus apostolis, deque eorum praesentia et visione Virginis 
ad caelum ascendentis. Wace et Matfre potius influxum exype- 
riuntur Pseudo-Hieronymi, qui Transitum reiciens Pseudo-Meli- 
tonis suumque dubium subintroducens de assumptione, necessario 
despexit legendam iuxta quam apostoli testes oculares exstitissent 
glorificationis Virginis. 

Prorsus legendaria aestimantur quoque elementa quaedam 
chronologica transitum et assumptionem attingentia. Nescimus 
quo iure Hermannus de Valencenis sepulturam Virginis statuat 
die 1 augusti. Matfre vero tenet beatum transitum evenisse die 
15 eiusdem. mensis. De tempore a morte ad resurrectionem de- 
curso nihil declaratur usque ad finem saec. XIII. Guido Ebroi- 
censis opinatur spatium interiectum brevissimum exstitisse, si ipsa 
die vel cito aut cito post mortem — ut dicit — Maria e mortuis 
surrexit. Bertrandus de Turre binas novit traditiones de tertio 
et quadragesimo die, sed ipse priorem selegit. Iam alibi‘ dixi- 
mus praevalentiam traditionis de tertio die maxime deberi influxui 
Iacobi de Voragine, qui praedictam opinionem, ipsi notam per 
homilias Damasceni, evulgaverat in suis notissimis scriptis. Liceat 
nunc addere quod antequam penes Latinos opera Damasceni co- 
gnita essent, ex Oriente alia vox scriptoribus occidentalibus sugge- 
rere potuisset quod communius admittebat graeca traditio. Allu- 
sio nostra est ad Paschalem Romanum, qui dum Constantinopoli 
morabatur inter annos 1158-1169 c., e graeco in latinum sermonem 
transtulit Vitam Mariae ab Epiphanio monacho Constantinopoli- 
tano conscriptam (versus finem saec. VIII vel initio saec. IX), in 
cuius versione textui originali: Post parum autem omnibus astan- 
tibus et videntibus, sanctum immaculatum corpus beatae Mariae 
Dei genitricis semperque virginis ab eorum oculis raptum est, arbi- 
trarie addidit: Quidam vero per tres dies hoc fuisse dicunt *. 
signo devotis fidelibus relinquere digneris. Ad quem illa: . . . Et tu, Thoma, accipe 
cingulum meum manibus virgineis contextum, quem tui gratia ex industria mecum 
attuli ... Dominus itaque Iesus exsistens in aére satis vicino super montem Oliveti 
cum Maria matre sua suavissima in medio angelorum et sanctarum animarum, Petrum 
et unumquemque apostolorum iterum blando sermone allocutus est . .. Et Maria 
eodem modo, et valedicentes omnibus mortalibus paulatim ascendebant . . .” (Medio- 
lani, Bibl. O.M. Cap., Via Piave, cod. 16 (59), f. 239v). Monitum facimus lectorem 
praedictum Libellum, quamvis expresse assumptioni dicatum, potius inania proferre. 

44) La morte ... nella letteratura medioevale, 315. 


45) (Cf. E. Franceschini, Studi e note di filologia latina medievale (Pubbl. della 
Univ. Catt. del S. Guore, ser. 4: Sc. filologiche, XXX), Milano 1938, 123; textus 


graecus apud PG 120, 216. 
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Affirmare nequimus istud particulare, vix quoque, influxum 
exercuisse in scriptores occidentales, eo vel magis quod existentia 
praedictae versionis in solo Codice 227 bibliothecae Balliol Col- 
lege (Oxoniae) adduci potest ut argumentum in contrarium. Quo- 
modocumque advertimur insimul et ante Damascenum voces alias 
quas nos percipere non valemus, sensum graecae traditionis in 
Occidente referre potuisse. 


Wace (saec. XII) 
(La Conception Notre-Dame, ed. M. G. Mancel et G. S. Trebutien, L’établissement 
de la féte de la Conception Notre-Dame dite la féte aux Normands par Wace trouvére 
anglo-normand de Xlle siécle . . .. Caen 1842, 79-82) 


Li Apostre on le cors porté 

Iluec ot Diex eut conmandé; 

El val de Josaphat le mistrent 
En .i. sepucre entor s’asistrent; 
Sempres fu d’iluec remuez, 

Ne fu puis véuz ne trovez. 

Ne vueil dire ne afermer }, 

Ne je nel puis si aconter 

Que honme ne fame qui veschist, 
Puis cele eure le cors véist. 

Li sepulcres i a esté 

Mais le cors ni fu puis trové 

Et li Apostle furent mis 

La ou la nue les ot pris. 

En la guise et en la maniere 
Qu’il vinrent, en vinrent arriere; 
Chascuns fu en sa region 

Faire sa predicacion. 

Encore apert et encore dure 

En Josaphat la sepeuture 

Oi li cors nostre dame fu, 

Qui ne peut estre puis véu. 

Si l’en demande que je croi, 

Le cors si est el ciel par soi 

Et l’ame par soi ensement, 

De ce repondrai je briement: 
Je croi qu’ele est resucitée, 

En vie et mieux c’aincois formée. 
La char de li fu sans luxure, 

Ne fu mie a porreture: 

Ne doit mie la char porrir 

Ne par porreture perir 

Dont la char Damedieu fu traite, 
Et née et concéue et faite. 

De l'une char est l’autre née 

Et l’une o l’autre est onorée: 





et l’ame arriere el cors poser, 
Et meesmement de sa mere 
Dont il estoit et fiz et pere. 
Quant Jhesu por nos mort soufri 
Et au tierz jor resurrexi, 
Plusors morz fist resuciter, 

Au jor aparoir et parler: 

Dont dut il a sa mere et pot 
Resuciter des que li plot. 

Diex a trestouz en sa baillie, 

Il a la mort, il a la vie, 

Ciel et enfer et air et mer. 
Dont puet il bien resusciter 
Celi quel porta et norri, 

Et plus l’ama et plus servi 

Que homne fame en tout le mont, 
De touz ceus qui esté i ont. 
Jonas fu par soi mis en mer, 
Quant 4 Ninive dut aler 

La balaine le transglouti; 

Trois jors le tint, puis le rendi, 
A terre le mist au tierz jor 

Par la vertu nostre seignor. 
Trois enfanz ot 4 ardoir mis 
Et une fornaise toz vis; 
Onques nus d’aus mal ne senti, 
Ne char ne cuir ne lor brai, 

Ne leur chevex ne poil des dras, 
Ni ot onques brulle ne ars: 

Si ert li feus ardent entor, 

Et cil erent en la chalor 

Qui toute char de noient forma 
Et plusors mors resucita, 

Et Jona in en la mer sauva, 

Et les enfans el feu garda, 
Bien puet donques resuciter 


1) Cf, Pseudo-Hieronymus, Epist. 9 ad Paulam et Eustochium, n. 2 (PL 30, 124). 





CAELESTINUS PIANA, O.F.M. 


Cil qui le cors et l’ame fist Sa mere vive el ciel porter. 
Et cors et ame ensamble mist, Or creons dont communaument 
Puet bien le cors resuciter Que toute est el ciel hautement. 


HerMANNuS De VALENcENIs (saec. XII) 
(L’assomption de N. D., fragmentum ed. P. Meyer, in Romania, XV (1886), 308s) 
En Kalendes de Aiist fut la dame enterée 
Ceo sachez ge cel jour fust mainte alme sauvée. 
El val de Josaphat fu la dame posée, 
De amis et de parent meinte lerme plurée. 
Iceo sachez, seignurs, n’i fu pas ubliée, 
Ainz fu de sun fiz bonement visitée. 
Ne remist pas en terre: en cel(e) est porté(e). 
La set od ses angeles, reine est apelée. 
Mult est bien servie e mult est honurée, 
Iss} comme vous ai dit, la raison est otrie. 


Guipo DE ORCHELLIS 
(Summa de officiis Eccl., ed. V. L. Kennedy, in Mediaeval Studies, I (1939), 59s) 


Sequitur de assumptione beatae Virginis, ubi quaeritur utrum assumpta fuerit cum 
corpore an obierit relicto corpore. Ad quod dicendum quod pie credi potest quod 
Dominus qui patrem et matrem honorari praecepit, hoc praeceptum in matre sua com- 
plevit; tunc enim creditur adimpletum quod de Salomone legitur in libro Regum III, 
c. 2, 19, quod assurexit Salomon matri suae et posuit thronum eius iuxta thronum 
suum. Tunc enim beata Virgo in sole posuit tabernaculum suum2; in annuntiatione 
enim potest dici quod sol erat in virgine, in assumptione vero quod virgo erat in sole. 
Melius tamen est Deo totum commitere et cum Hieronymo pie dubitare quam temere 
diffinire 3, 


Opo pve Castro Raputputi (an. 1231) 


(Sermo in vig. assumpt. apud sanctam Genovefam, Parisiis, Bibl. Nat., Nouv. Acq. 
lat. 338) 

(f. 244r) Gen. 35, 8: Eo tempore mortua est Debora nutrix Rebeccae, et sepulta 
est... (f. 247r) Per hoc quod dicit sepulta, glorificatio corporis designatur. Pium (cod. 
pueri) enim est credere quod beata Virgo stolam corporis recepit, propterea nihil sepe- 
litur nisi corpus. Unde bene intelligitur in hoc glorificatio corporis eius, unde admirando 
dictum est in Cant.4: Quae est ista quae ascendit quasi aurora consurgens, pulchra ut 
luna, quoad glorificationem corporis, electa ut sol, quoad glorificationem animae, ter- 
ribilis ut castrorum acies ... Haec autem duplex glorificatio ostensa est David in 
spiritu dicenti5: Surge, Domine, in requiem tuam, tu scilicet, o Christe, et arca 
sanctificationis tuae, id est beata Virgo, quae dicitur arca quoad corpus. 


(Sermo in dominica post assumpt., ibid.) 

(f. 253v) Esther 2, 15: Erat enim formosa valde... Verba ista magno plena sunt 
mysterio... (f. 255v) Item Esther interpretatur ‘praeparata in tempore’, quod bene 
beatae Virgini competit. Sicut enim dicitur de Esther, in Esther 46: Die autem tertio 
induta est regalibus vestimentis, sic de beata Virgine vere potest dici. Prima dies 
praeparationis suae fuit sanctificatio eius in utero. Secunda dies fuit in conceptione. 
Tertia in assumptione, quando stolam corporis et animae recepit. 


2) Ps. 18, 6. 

3) Pseudo-Hieronymus, Epist. 9 ad Paulam et Eustochium, n. 2 (PL 30, 124). 
4) Cant. 6, 9. 

5) Ps. 131, 8 

6) Rectius Esther 5, 1. 
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ToANNES DE Rupeta, O.F.M. (+ 1245) 
(Sermo de assumpt., Parisiis, Bibl. Nat. lat. 15939) 


(f. 232b) Astitit regina... Ps. 44, 10. Quae sit ratio... (f. 233d) Nubecula, id est 
Maria propter humilitatem interiorem, parva propter exteriorem, ascendebat de mari, 
hoc est de miseria huius saeculi. In hoc quod additur: quasi vestigium hominis? insi- 
nuatur plenitudo glorificationis. Vestigium hominis est vestigium Christi. Sic ergo Chris- 
tus ascendit non solum secundum animam, sed et secundum corpus in gloriam, sic quasi 
vestigium eius possumus dicere Mariam non solum in anima, sed etiam in corpore in 
caelis assumptam, ut inde transmittat inundationem pluviae ad terram, id est devo- 
tionem gratiae sive lecrimarum ad animam... (f. 234d) Immo sicut honoravit Patrem 
in terris, Ioan. 8, 49: Ego honorifico patrem meum, sic hodie honorificat matrem in 
caelis, unde Astitit regina a dextris tuis, quemadmodum de Christo dicitur8: Dixit 
Dominus Domino meo: Sede a dextris meis. Si ergo elevata est magnificentia tua 9, 
Christe, quia sedes ad dexteram Patris, ergo et exaltata est tua sancta Genitrix, quia ho- 
die Astitit a dextris tuis in vestitu deaurato, in quo monstratur pulchritudo glorifica- 
tionis. Anima enim quodam modo se habet ad corpus suum sicut corpus ad vestimen- 
tum. Vestimentum illud significat gloriam immortalitatis. Unde transfigurato sermone de 
sclemnitate hodiernae festivitatis, dicitur Is. 52, 1: Consurge, consurge, induere for- 
titudine tua, Sion! induere vestimentis gloriae, Ierusalem, civitas Sancti. Et dirigitur 
sermo ad ipsam beatam Virginem et dicitur: Consurge, quia hodie forte est dupliciter 
elevata, in corpore scilicet et anima; elevata, inquam, de praesenti vita quae est quasi 
somnus, et bene dicitur civitas, quia refrigerium est tutissimum hominibus ad ipsam 
confugientibus. 


Ne ergo cogitet aliquis et dicat apud se quod istud in vestitu deaurato solet perti- 
nere ad gloriam animae, propter hoc additur: circumdata varietate quasi supra gloriam 
interiorem, prout dicit Psalmus!9: Omanis gloria filiae regis ab intus; et addit exte- 
riorem, propter quod dicitur: circumdata varietate, nam in deauratione designatur in- 
corruptibilitas corporum in futuro, quae modo sunt corruptibilia, quando mortale hoc 
induetur immortalitatem et corruptibile hoc incorruptionem, 1 Cor. 15, 53. Unde in 
hoc designatur gloria incorruptionis; propter hoc quod dicitur: Circumdata varietate, 
designatur varietas gloriae in dotibus aliis; unde ad designandam Mariae gloriam re- 
periuntur figurae secundum quatuor glorias, quae dotes nominantur. 

Reperitur enim in vestimento deaurato, vestimento luminoso, vestimento byssino, 
vestimento purpureo. 


In vestimento deaurato, ut dictum est, significatur incorruptio impassibilitatis. In 
vestimento luminoso exprimitur dos sive gloria claritatis, unde Apoc. 12, 1: Signum 
magnum apparuit in caelo, mulier amicta sole et luna sub pedibus eius. Amicta 
dicitur beata Virgo sole, id est claritatis luminositate, et luna sub pedibus eius, id est 
omnis mutabilis creatura. In vestimento byssino significatur gloria subtilitatis, unde 
Apoc. 19, 7-8: Venerunt nuptiae Agni, et uxor Agni praeparavit se. Et datum est ei ut 
cooperiat se byssino candido et splendido, ad designandum subtilitatem corporis bea 
tae Virginis. Byssus enim erat de lino subtilissimo. Item in vestimento purpurec 
exprimitur gloria agilitatis, unde et Num. 4, 13, de altari holocausti quod cum debet 
deferri, debet mundari cinere et involvi vestimento purpureo. Quamvis corpus Christi 
dicatur altare, nihilominus dicitur altare corpus beatae Mariae, in quo oblatum est 
primum sacrificium redemptionis nostrae, sed debet mundari cinere, id est incinera- 
tionis necessitate, et involvi purpureo vestimento, id est corpore agili, glorioso, quae 
agilitas designatur in purpura, quae fit de serico. Sericum autem levissimum est. De 
primis duobus dicitur in laudibus eius, in Prov. 31, 25: Fortitudo et decor indumen- 
tum eius. Per fortitudinem autem accipitur incorruptionis virtus, per quam impas- 
sibile efficitur corpus; per decorem autem accipimus claritatis fulgorem; per byssum, 
subtilitatem; per purpuram, agilitatem. Et hoc est circumdatio varietatis, in qua mon- 
tratur pulchritudo glorificationis beatae Virginis. 


7) II Reg. 18, 44. 9) Ps. 8, 2. 
8) Ps. 109, 1. 10) Ps, 44, 14. 








CAELESTINUS PIANA, O.F.M. 


ANoNYMus (FoRSAN GUALTERIUS DE CoINct) 
(L’assumptions Nostre Dame, Parisiis, Bibl. Nat. franc. 25532) 


(f. 233a) Qui vieut oir vers moi se traie 


Car en propos ai que retraie 
L’assuntion de nostre Dame 
Comment fu et de cors et d’ame 
De ceste terrienne vie 

D’angles en paradis ravie. 

(f. 239d) Dist Ihesu Criz: je mi acort 
Mais or me dites vostre acort. 
Sire, ce dient li apostre, 

A nos qui sommes tuit serf vostre, 
(f. 240a) Est avis et li devisons 
Et pour droit nos le vos disons 
Que tout ausi comme vos fustes 
Mis en la croiz et i morustes 

Et vostre mors la mort tua 
D’enfer, et son estat mua 

Car diables tant ni boutoit 
D’ames comme il les engloutoit 

A sa geule qui tant est gloute 
Mais il n’en niua mais del route 
Sire car vos les delivrastes 

Quant de la mort resucitastes 

Et enportastes la victoire 

Lassus ou vos regnez en gloire 
Dont vos en son cors descendistes 
Et char et sanc en li pristes 

Non pas si comme la gent commune 
Sa chars et la vostre est toute une 
Pour ce nos semble en verité 

Ausi comme avez suscité 

De mort le vostre cors biau sire 
Que pour droit nos poons bien dire 
Qu’autel de vostre mere faire 
Devez s’il vos vient ainsi plaire 

Et li mener a moult grant joie 
Au ciel lassus en la monjoie 

A la destre de vostre pere 

Doit scoir quele est vostre mere 
D’autre part vos nos en nortez 

Et pere et mere honneur portez 
Vostre mere est si l’en norrez 

Ce que vos plaist en atourrez 

Dist Diex:, Ne veil lonement 

Fait soit a vostre jugement 

Sans plait et sans noise et sans tence 
Fait soit selonc vostre sentence 
Car ele est droite et bone et bele 
A donc saint Michiel en apele 

Et dist Michiel: Alez moi querre 
Le cors et si lostez de terre 

(f. 240b) De la douce Virge Marie 
Ca ele est ma mere et ma mie 

Je veil errant que de terre isse 


Moult tenrement des ieuz plorroit 
Et nostre seigneur aouroit 

Et disoit: Sire, biax douz sire, 

Il nest langue qui peust dire 

Non mie cuers qui peust entendre 
Les graces que je vos doi rendre 
(f. 240c) De vos dons, de vos benefices 
Qu’en vos ai trovez si propices 
Que daingnie donner les m’avez 
Qui sui sire, que bien savez, 

Et ai este la vostre ancele 

Vostre serve et vostre pucele 

Il n’est riens qui peust sufire 

A merir vos granz dons, biax sire, 
Sire dou monde racheterres 

Vrais diex, vrais sires, vrais sauverres 
Sire de cui touz biens tenons 
Beneoiz soit li vostre nons 

Jhesu criz li Fieus Dieu le pere 
La Virge qui estoit sa mere 

Qui lamoit si tres tenrement 

A baisie moult doucement 

Et puis as angles la baillie 

Quil li li feissent compaignie 

Et avec eus l’en enmenassent 

Et en paradis l’en portassent 

Ou il a joie sans fenir 

La puissiens nos tuit parvenir 
Avec la mere au roi celestre 
Dites: amen, quainsi puist estre. 
Li fiuz a la virge pucele 

Ses apostres trestouz apele 

Et dist: mi frere et mi ami 
Aprochiez moi venez ami 

Seurte tuit en moi aiez 

Envers moi trestuiz vos craiez 

Li apostre plus ni delaient 

Vers Jhesu Crist errant se traient 
Et puis errant trestouz les baise 
Moult les conforte et les apaise 
Et dist: pais soit a vos entiere 
Trestout a des avec vos iere 
Sachiez vos de quen la parclose 
Ne vas doutez de nule chose. 

A ce mot est sanz atendue 

Diex esleurz en une nue 

(f. 240d) Et fu receux ou ciel d’angles 
De patriarches et d’archangles 
Qui moult grant joie demenerent 
Et li angle olui enporterent 

Ou ciel a moult grant melodie 

La tresdouce Virge Marie 

Ou elle maint lassus en gloire 
Ainsi le devons nos tuit croire. 
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Ne veil pas que ses cors porrisse 
Ains en ferai con de ma mere 
Seoir la ferai lez mon pere 

Et couronnee iert a sa destre 
Lassus en la joie celestre 

Jugie lont part leur acort 

Li apostre et ie mi acort 

Li arcangles plus ni arreste 

De faire durement sa preste 
Venuz sen est au monument 

La pierre sus oste entument 

Et tout apertement louvri 

Le cors la Virge descouvri 

La sen est venuz nostre sires 
Qui tout fait ne faut que li dires 
A la douce virge en mielee 

Qui de si bone eure fu nee 

A did: lieur sus si ma proisme 
Tu qui ma mie ies et ma proisme 
Car ausi come virge as tenue 
Ta char quainc ne fu corrumpue 
Te di que ia en sepouture 

Niert touchie de pourreture 
Ainc la virge debonaire 

Qui plus cler avoit le viaire 
Que laube dou jour quant il crieve 
Dou tomblel maintenant se lieve 
Hors de la fosse sen issoit 

Et Jesu Crist beneissoit 

Errant a terre sabaissa 

A ses piez chaoir se laissa 


Et quant ces choses furent faites 
Ainsi con je les ai retraites 

D’en haut devers le ciel les nues 
Des qua terre sont descendues 

Et les apostres trestouz prirent 
La meesmes tout droit le mirent 
Ou pris et chaciez les avoient 
Quant il au pueple preechoient. 
Et quant ainsi fu avenu 

Quarrier en leur leu sont venu 
Dont portez les eurent les nues 
Les merveilles qu’eurent veues 
Dirent trestuit et raconterent 
Tout partout ou il preescherent 
De la merveilleuse merveille 
Chascuns qui lo oit s’en merveille 
Ne vos savoie plus que dire 

N’est langue qui peut soufire 

A dire comment il voient. 

Jhesu crist par tout ou estoient 
Tuit le loenrent et servirent 
Tout a des tant comme il veschirent 
Mais tuit finerent comme martir 
As ames des cors departir 

Or sont lassus en la monjoie 

De paradis en la grant joie 

Qui durra sans definement 

Or nos doint Diex si finement 
Vivre en cest siecle que tuit monde 
De pechiez partons de cest munde 
Amen, amen ainsi le face 

Li douz Jhesu Crist par sa grace. 


BERNARDUS DE TritiA, O.P. (+ 1292) 
(Comment. in Cant., c. 12, Avenione, Bibl. Munic., cod. 88) 

... (f.119b) Quia est de communi lege omnium recedentium quod cum dolore 
finiantur in corpore, dissolventur, dissoluta usque ad diem iudicii detineantur, ipsa 
(scil. Maria) tamen sine dolore moritur. Purior enim fuit beato Ioanne evangelista, 
de quo dicit Hieronymus in Prologo 11 quod sine dolore migravit. Item eius corpus 
non dissolvitur, quod patet per Collectam12 et per Augustinum. Non enim tetigit 
vermis eam corrumpens in corpore post vitam, quam non tetigerat prava concupiscen- 
tia in vita. Item sine dilatione resuscitatur, sicut verisimile probat Augustinus multis 
rationibus, et convenienter tenet Ecclesia. 


Nicotaus Gorran, O.P. (saec. XIII ex.) 
(Omnium anni sermonum fundamentum aureum, Antverpiae 1620, 165) 
Quae est ista quae ascendit . . ., ubi admirantur quattuor, sed Virginis singulari- 
tatem: ibi Quae est ista, ascendentis novitatem, quia in anima et corpore. 
Astitit regina a dextris tuis . .. Ubi commendantur in Maria quinque ... Quarto 
singulare privilegium, quia in vestitu deaurato, id est in corpore glorificato, secundum 
quod pie creditur; Psal.: Surge, Domine... 





11) Non invenimus nisi in De viris illust., c. 9 (PL 23, 625), quod mortuus est 
“confectus senio”. 

12) Sacramentarium Gregorianum, in assumpt. S.M.V. (PL 78, 133): “Sancta 
Dei genitrix mortem subiit temporalem, nec tamen mortis nexibus deprimi potuit.” 





CAELESTINUS PIANA, O.F.M. 


GeRARDUS DE RuEMIs (ca. an. 1271-1302) 
(Expos. salutationis angelicae, Parisiis, Bibl. Nat. lat. 14923) 


- ++ (f. 19a) Pulvis es, et in pulverem reverteris . . .13 Sed Virgo Maria {uit 
benedicta per exclusionem istius triplicis maledictionis ... Tertio fuit benedicta quia 
non est in pulverem redacta, quia assumpta est in caelum sine corporis incineratione, 
sicut pie credit Ecclesia. Psal 14: Surge, Domine, in requiem tuam etc., quia 
ipse solus qui carnem sumpsit ex ea, et ipsa non habuerunt corpora incinerata. “Pu- 
tredo enim et vermis opprobrium est humanae conditionis”, ut ait Augustinus (cod. 
Ambrosius) 15, a quo immunis fuit Virgo Maria. 

Guwo Esroicensis, O.P. (saec. XIII ex.) 
(Sermones de assumpt., Parisiis, Bibl. Arsen. lat. 402) 


1... (f. 295c) In die defunctionis tuae, Eccli. 1, 13. Consuetudo est... Unde 
creditur quod ipsa die vel cito post fuerit corpus assumptum. Cuius ratio potest esse 
quia verum est quod Deus est omnibus et ubique per potentiam, sed in sanctis per 
gratiam; sed alio et singulari modo fuit in Virgine, quia persona Filii Dei fuit in ipsa 
et accepit carnem de ipsa; ergo ipsa fuit quasi cella divinitatis. Incongruum enim 
esset quod theca divinitatis esset putrefacta, et ideo creditur assumpta corpore et ani- 
ma. Unde verum est quod animae quae sunt in gloria, habent quamdam inclinationem 
ad corpora sua rehabendi ea, sed illa fuit in plena pace, quia habuit corpus suum et 
ideo in gloria consummata. 

2... (£. 296c) Fons ascendebat de terra . . .. Gen. 2, 6. Naturaliter cernimus... 
Potest sibi (scil. Mariae) dici illud Gen. 35, 1: Ascende Bethel et habita ibi. Bethel 
interpretatur domus et non de terra 16, quia dicitur in Psalmo17: Suscitans de terra 
inopem. Constat quod non fuit inops quantum ad. animam, immo plena gratia; ergo 
intelligitur quantum ad corpus. Ergo corpus inops est elevatum, ergo potest intelligi 
per hoc assumptam esse in corpore cito post (cod. per) mortem. 

3... (f. 297d) Pro eo opere tuo plenam mercedem recipies a Domino, Ruth 2, 14. 
Quoniam rex remunerat . . . Plenam mercedem recipies. Per hoc satis ostenditur 
quod (Maria) fuit et est assumpta in corpore et anima. Anima separata non est plene 
homo, sed pars hominis et humanae speciei, nec habet adhuc plenam mercedem, quia 
semper habet quemdam appetitum naturalem reuniri corpori suo, quod erit post iudi- 
cia(?), et tunc habebunt omnes plenam mercedem, sicut boni; vel plenam poenam, 
sicut mali. Sed dicitur quod illa habet plenam mercedem, ergo habet corpus et ani- 
mam et ideo potest dicere illud Eccli. 24, 16: In plenitudine sanctorum detentio mea, 
et in Psalmo 18: Secundum nomen tuum, sic et laus tua in fines terrae. Iustitia plena 
est dextera tua, hoc est iusto praemio in corpore et anima. 








Matrre ErMencaup, O.F.M. (saec. XIII. ex.) 

(Le Breviari d’amor, vers. 12751-12860, publié par la Societé Archéol., Scient et 

Littér. de Béziers, I, Béziers-Paris 1861, 446-50) 

Del traspassamen e de 'asumpcio de nostra dona 
Enquaras devetz mais saber Atretal fay totz le cayros; 
Qu’el quinzen jorn d’aost, per ver, E per aisso quar la parsos 
Ela passet d’esta vida, Quel vers filhs de Dieu lo paire 
Et fo per cert sebelida Receup del cors de sa maire 
Ins en la val de Jozaphat S’en montet el cel, atretal 
Entre .II. puegz que son nomnat Crezem del san cors maternal; 
L’us Syon, l’autres Olivetz; Quar tot fo d’una natura. 


13) Gen. 3, 19. 

14) Ps. 131, 8. 

15) De assumpt. B.V.M., c. 5 (inter opp. Augustini, PL 40, 1145). 
16) Cf. Hieronymus, De nomin. hebr. (PL 23, 775). 

17) Ps. 112, 7. 

18) Ps, 47, 11. 
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El qual, per cert, vos trobaretz 
Una glieyza ab so monimen 
Bastit meravilhozamen, 

On ses dubte fo pauzada, 

Et hom (1’) a lai pueis sercada. 
Empero cilh quez an cercat 

Lo monimen l’an vueg trobat, 
Per que an dubtat mainh doctor 
Et main catolic tractador 

Si ela pueis resussitet, 

Et en qual guia (l’en) montet 
Dieus el regne celestial 

Per la vertut angelical, 

On poget l’arma solamen, 

On montet lo cors issamen; 
Quar quossi, coras lo sieus cors 
Del monimen issi defors, 

O trag en fo non sabem re. 
Pero mainta bona gen cre 

Quez ela pueis resuscites, 

E Dieus ab lo cors (l’en) montes. 
Empero ges cert no sabem 

Ni ges afermar non devem, 
Quar mielhs es simplamen dubtar 
Que folamen determenar, 
Segon que dizo li doctor 19, 
Quels secretz de Nostre Senhor 
Non devem re plus afermar 
Mas so qu’el nos vol revelar. 
Mas quez deu creire fermamen 
Quez el l’a sobeira (na) men 
En sa fi mais Dieus honrada 
Que femna quez anc fos nada; 
Et si cum mais l’onret de sai, 
Mais honrada I’aia de lai, 
Donecx non es semblans, ses falhir 
Que Dieus laises lo cors poirir 
De la pieuzela Maria 

De la qual el pres carn sia, 
La qual en montet sus el cel 
Vezen la companha fizel, 

Per que nos mostran naturas 

E razos grans e drechuras 
Qu’en montes en son repaire 

Lo cors de la sua maire, 
Qua(r) naturalmen lo cami 
Que fay quascuna part per si 
Fay le totz; quar qui prendia 
.I. cayro gran, el frangia 

Atressi quo naturalmen 
Quascunas de las partz dissen, 
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Et apar per gran drechura 

Que Dieus el cel lo n’a montat, 
Quar el avia comandat 

Qu’om honres payre e maire, 
Doncx el mezeis o dec faire. 

E sabetz be del filh de Dieu 
Qu’el solamen pres lo cors sieu 
Del cors de la sua maire, 

La deitat ac del paire, 
L’anima receup human: 

No de I’anima (maternal), 
Creairitz de humanitat, 

Mas de tota la Trinitat, 

Que creet l’arma de nien, 

Quo fay las autras issamen. 
Doncx le cors de la Vergis fo 
Maire de Dieu e l’arma no, 
Per que sil cors non avia, 
Maire de Dieu no seria, 

Don seria despulhada 

La Vergis bonazurada 

Del major privilegi sieu, 

Quez a quar es maire de Dieu; 
E quar lo sieu cors, en est mon, 
Non es en la honor que son 
L’autre cor sang a que hom vay 
Peregris, tot jorn, say e lay, 
Don sembla qu’el n’avia montat; 
Autramen I’agra revelat. 

Mas creire podem fermamen 
Que Dieus, que fetz comandamen 
Quez om honres paire e maire, 
El mezeys vole aital faire; 

Per que la Vergis Maria, 
Preciosa maire sia, 

En lo jorn de l’asencio 

Recep ab gran processio, 

E ab gran companha d’angels 
Celestials et archangels, 

Et ab festa gran et ab cans 
Dels davan digz angels cantans, 
Elh fetz especial honor, 

Quar la mes en logal auzor, 
Quar adonc donat fo logals 
Part totz ordes angelicals 

A la pieuzela Maria 

En la tersa iherarchia 

Sobrels Tros e part Cherubin 
E part l’orde de Seraphin, 

On Dieus justa si la pauzet 

Et el mezeys la coronet. 


19) Scil. Pseudo-Hieronymus, Epist. 9 ad Paulam et Eustochium, n. 2, (PL 30, 
124). 





CAELESTINUS PIANA, O.F.M. 


Iacosus pE Lausania, O.P. (+ p. 1321) 
(Sermo de assumpt., Parisiis, Bibl. Nat. lat. 18181) 
(f. 262b) Super excelsa deducet me victor, Habacuc 3, 19. Fidelis societas facit 
omnia communia ... (f. 263c) Dixit Filius: Sponsabo te in iustitia, Os. 2, 19. 
Deducet te mirabiliter 2°, quia alii sancti deducti solum in anima, haec autem in 
anima et corpore. Nota calix et corporale, quia immediate tangit et tetigit corpus 
Christi, non debet tangi nisi manibus ministrorum sacrorum ordinatorum. Nec debet 
permitti putrefieri nec a vermibus comedi. Ergo multo minus corpus beatae Virginis, 
in quo Dei filius novem mensibus requievit et de quo carnem accepit, esse putrefactum 
vel corrosum a vermibus. 
BERTRANDUS DE TurrE, O.F.M. (7 1332) 

(Sermones de tempore, Sermo 1 in feria IV quatuor temporum mensis Decembris, 
Argentinae 1501). 

. .. (f. 230b) Virgo Mater Christi fuit exempta in moriendo a vae cuiuscumque 
doloris et post mortem a vae incinerationis... (f. 230c) Ab isto autem vae duplici 
fuit exempta mater Domini, quae nullum dolorem sensit moriens, nec corpus eius, quod 
erat totaliter liberatum a fomite, aliquam vidit corruptionem, sed cito post mortem 
ante omnem corruptionem corporis fuit tota simul in anima corporeque gloriosa. Sic 
enim pie credimus et supponimus, et nostrae credulitati falsum non subest, quia sic 
debuit matrem Salvatoris. 


(Sermones epistolares de sanctis, Sermo 2 in vig. assumpt., Argentinae 1502) 
... (f. 119d) Ex ista puritate singulari potest sumi prima ratio, quae fundatur 


in verbis Augustini 21 (f.120a) ad probandum quod ipsa Virgo est in anima et corpore 


totaliter gloriosa. Et formatur sic: Ubi non est causa, effectus sequi non potest; 
nunc autem fomes peccati et concupiscentia sunt causa demeritoria corruptionis, pu- 
trefactionis, resolutionis et incinerationis ipsius post mortem. Cum igitur per sancti- 
ficationis gratiam haec omnia fuerunt de corpore Virginis totaliter evulsa, immo quod 
plus est, peccandi possibilitas ab ea fuit ablata 22, non debuit eius corpus post mortem 
tumulari, sed cum anima simul glorificari. Unde Augustinus in sermone de assum- 
ptione23 dicit ita: “Thronum Dei, thalamum Domini . . . resolutio debet sequi”. 
... (£ 120c) Ex isto fervore caritatis potest formari secunda ratio probans hoc 
idem sic: Suppono quod gratia et caritas realiter sunt unum et idem 23b; tunc arguo 
sic: anima maxime separata a corpore habuit consummatam gratiam. Probo quia 
secundum Hieronymum in quodam sermone 24, Maria non potuit non possidere plene 
gratiam, ergo habuit post mortem consummatam gloriam, quia consummatam gloriam 
promeretur. Sed secundum Augustinum, XII Super Genesim 25, anima sine corpore 
non potest plene beatificari (ed. sanctificari). Ergo beata Virgo est tota secundum 
corpus et animam gloriosa. Propter quod dicit Augustinus idem in sermone prae- 


20) Ps. 44, 5. 

21) Revera argumentum prout in sequentibus, nixum in relatione caretiae fomitis 
ad incorruptionem, non fuit propositum a Pseudo-Augustino. 

22) Ejiusdem auctoris sententia magis explicita contra conceptionem immacula- 
tam Virginis habetur in sermonibus 2 et 3 de nativitate Mariae, inter Sermones epi- 
stolares de sanctis, II, f. 143a, 148ab etc. 

23) Cap. 6 (PL 40, 1146). 

23b) Secundum sententiam scholae franciscanae; plures allegationes et quidam 
textus, v. g. Guillelmi de Mara, Rich. de Mediavilla, Raymundi Rigaldi, Alex. de 
Alexandria etc., traduntur a V. Doucet, Matthaei ab Aquasparta . . . Quaestiones dis- 
putatae de gratia (Bibl. Franc. Schol. Medii Aevi, XI) Ad Claras Aquas, 1935, 227, 
nota 1. 

24) Epist. 9 ad Paulam et Eustochium, n. 15 (PL 30, 139): “Plena siquidem 


gratia . . . non potest non possidere plene gloriam claritatis aeternae.” 
25) Cap. 35 (PL 34, 483). 
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dicto 26: “De corpore Mariae credendum non est quod in morte solutum fuerit .. . 
gratiae munus”, quam habuit mater Dei. Tanta enim fuit gratia in anima Virginis 
quae plenissime redundabat in corpus, quod ab ipsa post mortem removit omnem 
retardationem divinae visionis et a corpore retardationem perfectae glorificationis. 

... (f. 120d) Ex ista sua summa benignitate quam secum duxit pro socia, potest 
formari tertia ratio ad hoc idem sic: Dicit Gregorius in quadam Secreta 27 quod 
idcirco beata Virgo translata est ad divinum consistorium, ut ibi sit nostra advocata 
et pro peccatis hominum intercedat. Advocatus autem ut efficacius vitam nostram 
patrocinari valeat, debet secum habere librum et codicem in quo ostendat iudici leges 
quas pro se inducere intendit. Codex autem Virginis est corpus eius proprium. quo 
se ostendit filio veram eius esse matrem, (f. 121a) qua iudex efficacissime inducitur 
ad miserendum; ergo debet habere secum corpus. Unde et nos sibi cantando dicimus: 
“Monstra te esse matrem” etc.28, Non posset autem sic convenienter matrem se 
ostendere nisi et corpus secum haberet per quod genuit ipsum. 

. . . Ex ista maternitate potest sumi quarta ratio probans idem quod supra, sic: 
Christus honoravit tantum beatam Virginem ut eam collocaret ad suam dexteram, quae 
({. 121b) est mater eius, ergo honoravit eam in hoc secundum quod fuit mater eius. 
Sed magis fuit mater secundum corpus quam secundum animam, quia de corpore Vir- 
ginis fuit sumpta tota Christi substantia corporalis; propter quod honoravit eam non 
tantum secundum animam, sed etiam secundum corpus; quod non esset, ut videtur, 
nisi corpus illud esset cum anima gloriosum. Et hoc est quod dicit Augustinus in 
sermone praedicto 29: “Laetare Maria... aluit ipsum”. Potest ergo secundum ista 
exponi de ea illud quod dixit Iacob, Gen. 32, 10: In baculo meo transivi lordanem 
et nunc cum duabus turmis regredior. Ad litteram Virgo sancta in baculo suo, id est 
in virtute filii sui, transivit ipsa primo secundum animam Jordanem, suae, supple, 
miserae vitae praesentis, quando scilicet ista die mortua fuit, sed postea tertia die vel, 


secundum alios 30, quadragesima, regressa in caelum (f. 121c) cum duabus turmis, id 
est cum anima et corpore vel cum multitudine angelorum et hominum. 


(Sermo 5 in die assumptionis) 

. . . (£ 133c) Fuit autem omnimoda similitudo (f. 133d) inter quietem corporis 
Christi et quietem corporis matris quantum ad corruptionem, putrefactionem et 
aliqualem resolutionem ac resurrectionis et glorificationis longam dilationem. Sicut 
enim corpus Christi non vidit corruptionem nullamque putrefactionem, nec aliqualem 
passus fuit resolutionem, sic nec corpus Virginis Mariae. Sicut etiam corpus Christi 
non stetit in sepulcro nisi usque ad tertiam diem, et tunc fuit in quiete, plenissimae 
immortalitatis dote vestitum, sic nec corpus Virginis diu in sepulcro iacuit, sed die 
tertia reunitum fuit gloriosae animae, cuius quidem gloria redundavit in ipsum, quod 
fuit quatuor dotibus gloriae perfectissime vestitum . . . 

Ipsa sola post (f. 134a) suum filium fuit constituta singulariter in spe, supple 
celeris resurrectionis, vel requiescit in idipsum, quia corpus eius non fuit transmutatum 
secundum aliquam corruptionem vel resolutionem, sed quousque resurrexit gloriosum, 
mansit integraliter idipsum, nulla penitus resolutione facta . . . Sequitur causa: Quo- 
niam tu, Domine, singulariter in spe, supple celeris resurrectionis, constituisti me 31 
. .. Dicit singulariter, supple: inter omnes puros homines, quod dicitur propter meum 
filium, vel singulariter inter omnes mulieres, quod dicitur propter Ioannem eius 


26) De assumptione, c. 6 (PL 40, 1146). 

27) Sacramentarium Gregorianum, in Vig. assumpt. S. M. (PL 78, 133). 

28) Ex hymno “Ave, maris stella”. 

29) Cap. 8 (PL 40, 1148). 

30) Secundum revelationes Elisabeth Schonaugiensis; cf. F. W. E. Roth, Die Vi- 
sionen der hl. Elisabeth und die Schriften der Aebte Ekbert und Emecho von Schoe- 
nau, Briinn 1884, 153. 

31) Ps. 4, 9-10. 
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ministrum et filium sibi a naturali filio commendatum, de quo etiam dicitur quod 
corpus eius non fuit incineratum nec resolutum, sed etiam cum anima gloriosum. Sed 
revera, salva b. Ioannis reverentia, non dico quod ista sic firmiter possunt astrui de 
ipso, sicut de Virgine Matre, de qua omnino decuit. 

Quomodo enim possemus dicere quod filius suus eam honoraret, qui tamen dixit 
praeceptive cuilibet homini: Honora patrem tuum et matrem tuam, Ex. 20, 12. Qualis 
enim honor fuit iste, si corpus virgineum quod fuit (f. 134b) Trinitatis triclinium, fuis- 
set putrefactum et in cinerem redactum? Certe videtur quod hoc non fuisset con- 
veniens illi qui tantum dilexit matrem suam. 

Praeterea si corpus Virginis esset adhuc in terra, quomodo esset verisimile quin 
eius filius faceret ei a suis fidelibus maximum honorem impendi? Honorantur enim, 
ipso inspirante, sanctorum corpora quae adhuc in terra quiescunt visitanturque eorum 
tumuli. Quomodo ergo corpus illud pretiosissimum, si adhuc esset in terra, posset 
filius permittere quod sine honore maneret? Certe verisimile non videtur. Ad hoc 
faciunt versus istius versificatoris egregii sic dicentis 32: 

Transit ad aethera Non sine corpore, 
Virgo puerpera sed sine tempore 
virgula Iesse; tendit adesse. 


(Sermo 6 in die assumptionis) 

. .» (£. 135c) Sciendum quod in assumptione Virginis tria virtuosa excedentia na- 
turae virtutem facta fuerunt. (f. 135d) Primum fuit animae de corpore sine dolore 
eductio ac eiusdem glorificatio. Secundum fuit corporis incorruptio atque ab omni 
resolutione praeservatio. Tertium fuit animae gloriosae corpori sancto reunitio et 
gloriae animae in corpus redundatio et totius coniuncti elevatio usque ad Christi dex- 
teram, ubi Virgo mater post ipsum in anima et corpore residet gloriosa . . . 

Propter secundum autem opus virtuosum, videlicet propter corporis incorruptionem 
et ab omni resolutione praeservationem, dicit Virgo aliam clausulam, scilicet Dextera 
Domini fecit virtutem 3%, Certe virtus fuit solius divinae dexterae quod illud corpus 
sanctissimum vere mortuum et sepultum et ab anima derelictum stetit per triduum 
integrum et incorruptum absque omni resolutione . . . 

Propter tertium opus virtuosum, scilicet animae corpori reunitionem et gloriae ani- 
mae in corpus redundationem (f. 136a) et totius illius coniuncti usque ad Christi 
dexteram elevationem, dicit Virgo aliam clausulam huius verbi: Dextera Domini 
exaltavit me 34, Tunc enim proprie fuit exaltata quando fuit gloriosa non solum in 
anima, sed etiam in corpore et secundum utrumque in dextera gloriae collocata .. . 
(f. 136b) Luc. 1, 52: Deposuit potentes de sede et exaltavit etc., et illud etiam Luc. 
18, V 14: Qui se humiliat etc. Ex quo verbo potest formari ratio probans quod Virgo 
sit in caelis secundum corpus et animam exaltata, sic: Sicut sumitur magis ad magis, 
sic maxime ad maxime. (f. 136c) Si ergo qui se magis humiliat, magis exaltatur, ergo 
qui maxime se humiliat, maxime debet exaltari. Sed Virgo Maria maxime humiliavit 
se. Sciens enim se esse matrem Dei ac per hoc et domina mundi, vocavit se ancillam 
Domini 35... Ergo super omnes debet esse exaltata. Aliter potest formari ratio sic: 
Summa animae humiliatio meretur statim post mortem summam ipsius exaltationem. 
Probatur, quia summa angeli superbia meruit statim post casum summam ipsius deiec- 
tionem. Deus enim pronior est ad miserendum quam ad damnandum, et “quod an- 
gelis fuit casus, hoc est hominibus mors”, secundum Anselmum, De casu diaboli 36, Si 
autem Mariae humilitas post illam animae Christi fuit summa, ergo etc. 


32) Cf. U. Chevalier, Repertorium hymnologicum, III, Louvain 1904, 600, n. 34048. 

33) Ps. 117, 16. 

34) Ps. 117, 16. 

35) Lue. 1, 38. 

36) Potius Damascenus, De fide orthod., II, c. 4, iuxta versionem Burgundionis 
Pisani: “Quod est hominibus mors, hoc est angelis casus” (Florentiae, Bibl. Laurent., 
Plut. 13 dext., cod. 8, £. 6d; cf. PG 94, 878). 
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Si ulterius anima sine corpore non potest summe exaltari, ergo etc. Et si dicas 
quod non statim post mortem fuit corpus Virginis, sicut nec corpus Christi glorifica- 
tum, dic quod hoc fuit ex divina dispensatione, ut vere mortua fuisse probarentur, . 
propter quod utriusque resurrectio fuit usque ad diem tertium dilata. 

'  Notandum tamen quod istae rationes sunt probabiles et quaedam verae similitu- 
dines, non demonstrationes, quia ista quae diximus de corpore Virginis, solum pie 
credimus nec dicimus nos demonstrare. 


Duranpbus DE S. Porciano, O.P. (+ 1334) 
(Sermo de assumpt., Parisiis, Bibl. Nat. lat. 14799) 

(f. 131c) Posuit diadema regni in capite eius, Esther 2, 17. Si Assuerus in coro- 
natione Esther ... (f. 132a) Sed si petat mater a filio: Pone me iuxta te 87, numquid 
non respondere Deum: Sede a dextris meis 38 certe decet? “Quorum enim est una 
natura, est et unus locus” 39, Corpus Christi sumptum de corpore Virginis collocatum 
est ad dexteram Patris: Assumptus est in caelum et sedet a dextris Dei. Decet igitur 
ibidem collocari corpus matris, sicut dicit beatus Augustinus in sermone de assum- 
ptione 40: “Quantum intelligo quantumque credo . .. servari quam terra”. Unde 
potest dici de ipsa quod de eius filio dicitur ad Hebr. 1, 3-4: Sedet ad dexteram 
maiestatis in excelsis. Tanto melior angelis quanto differentius prae illis nomen here- 
ditavit, nomen scilicet matris, ex quo scilicet nomine tenetur eius filius ad honorem 
non solum in anima sed etiam in corpore. Si enim honoravit eam in anima tantum, 
non honoravit eam ut matrem, quia non animam de anima, sed corpus de corpore 
sumpsit. 


Petrus DE Patupe, O.P (+ 1342) 
(Sermo de assumpt., in bibl. civitatis Claromontanae, cod. 46) 

(f. 200r) Quasi cedrus exaltata sum in Libano, Eccli. 24, 17. Verba ista legit... 
(f. 204v) Sicut anima eius (scil. Mariae) est super omnes sanctos et angelos exal- 
tata immediate post animam filii in vita sublimata, multo magis corpus eius est super 
omnes caelos ad dexteram corporis filii collocatum et immediate positum iuxta ipsum, 
quia licet gloria (corporis filii maior et superior gloria) corporis matris suae, sicut et 
gloria animae filii maior et superior gloria animae matris suae, tamen quantum ad 
locum et situm corporalem videtur quod Christus non posuit eam ad pedes sui cor- 
poris, sed aeque iuxta se ad dexteram et immediate posuit corpus eius iuxta corpus 
proprium et hoc videtur tenere universalis Ecclesia quae depingens assumptionem et 
coronationem ipsius ponit unum iuxta alium 41, et hoc admitto duplici ratione prae- 
tacta... 


Petrus Roceru (CLemens VI, }{ 1352) 
(Sermo de assumpt. b. M. V. factus per dom. Rotomagensem, 
Bibl. Vatic, cod. Borgh. 41*) 
(f. 32v) Ascende mecum in sortem meam. . ., Iudic. 1, 3. Ratio dictat quod... 
(f. 35v) Recte bene fuit incessus virtuosus ascensus Virginis gloriosae, quoniam non 
solum fuit in anima, sed etiam in corpore, ut pie a fidelibus creditur et probat Augu- 
stinus in quodam sermone huius festivitatis. Ad haec autem possent adduci septem 


rationes secundum numerum litterarum huius dictionis ASCENDE. Hoc enim pro- 
hari potest quia ipsa fuit: 


37) Iob 17, 3. 

38) Ps. 109, 1. 

39) Cf. infra, nota 52. 

40) Cap. 6 (PL 40, 1146). 

41) Cf. E. Male, L’art religieux du XII¢ siécle en France, éd. 2, Paris 1924, 184; 
Idem, L’art religieux du XIIIe siécle en France, éd. 6, Paris 1925, 246ss. 

* Corruptio textus, quem tradit codex (=C), nos inducit ad plures correctiones 
perficiendas lectionesque codicis in calce ponendas. 








CAELESTINUS PIANA, O.¥.M. 


Arca fecunditatis incomparabilis 4; 

Stella claritatis inoffuscabilis; 

Castellum virginitatis inviolabilis; 

Eadem cum filio respectu humanitatis assumptibilis; 

Nebula quaedam > levitatis imponderabilis; 

Domina universitatis rei creabilis ¢; 

Essentia quaedam soliditatis incommutabilis. 

Prima ratio sumitur ex prima littera, scilicet A, ideo quia ipsa fuit arca fecundi- 
tatis incomparabilis, et est ratio Augustini in praedicto sermone 42, ubi supponens 
tamquam et a catholicis concessum ipsam esse virginem matrem Filii Dei, dicit: “Num- 
quid pertinet ad benignitatem Domini matris servare honorem, qui legem solvere non 
venerat, sed adimplere? 43 Lex enim sicut praecipit honorem matris 44, ita inhono- 
rationem damnat; quoniam enim in vita illam prae ceteris gratia sui conceptus hono- 
ravit, pium est credere Salvatorem eam in morte etiam speciali gratia honorasse. Po- 
tuit eam a putredine et pulvere4 alienam facere, quoniam ex ea nascens virginem 
poterat relinquere. Putredo namque et vermis naturae humanae est opprobrium con- 
ditionis, a quo opprobrio cum Iesus sit alienus, natura Mariae excipitur, quam Iesus 
de ea suscepisse probatur”; ac si arguet sic: Ad optimum filium maxime pertinet 
matris servare honorem et ipsam, si sic possit, ab omni opprobrio praeservare. Hoc 
enim ad (f. 36r) filium pertinet et iure divino et naturali. Sed Iesus optimus inter 
filios hominum, cum ipse sit in supremo gradu bonitatis, quia “nihil melius excogitari 
potest” 44b, cum non solum sit homo, sed etiam verus Deus. Ergo maxime ad ipsum 
pertinet matris suae servare honorem et ipsam, si potest, ab omni opprobrio praeser- 
vare. Sed quod corpus fiat putredo et vermis, hoc est in opprobrium humanae con- 
ditionis. Ergo Iesus suam gloriosissimam matrem ab isto opprobrio, si potuit, reser- 
vavit. Cum ergo sciamus Iesum omnia posse, quoniam de se ipso ait: Data est mihi 
omnis potestas in caelo et in terra, Matth. 28, 18, pie credendum est quod ipse qui 
“voluit integram matrem virginitatis servare pudore®, eam voluit incorruptam a pu- 
tredinis servare foetore” 44¢. 

Et confirmatur quia certum est quod corpora sanctorum honorantur f in terris, ergo 
vel minus honoravit matrem quam ceteros sanctos, vel eius corpus glorificavit in caelis. 
Iste honor satis videtur ostensus beato Ioanni, Apoc. 12 45, quoniam perhibet se vidisse 
arcam testamenti in templo paradisi, ut Virgini gloriosae hodie dixerit suus filius 
benedictus: Ascende superius, Luc. 14, 10, scilicet ad aequalitatem throni mei, quia 
positus est thronus matris regis, quae sedet a dextris, III Reg. 2, 19. 


Secunda ratio sumitur, quia ipsa fuit stella claritatis inoffuscabilis%. Videmus 
enim quod quanto corpus est lucidius, tanto locatur) altius, sicut patet de caelo em- 
pyreo. Corpus autem beatae Mariae fuit lucidum in sanctificatione, quoniam secun- 
dum aliquos praeservatum, secundum aliguos depuratum a rubigine originali 46; luci- 





incorporalis C. € pudorem C. 
quid C. f confirmantur C. 
increabilis pro rei creabilis C. & ineffugabilis C. 
vulnere C. h Joquatur C. 


42) Cap. 5 (PL 40, 1145). 

43) Matth. 5, 17. 

44) Ex. 20, 12; Deut. 5, 16. 

44b) Sic Propositio 5 in Libro XXIV philosophorum, ed. C. Baeumker, Das pseu- 
do-hermetische “Buch der vierundzwanzig Meister”, in Festgabe zum 70. Geburtstag G. 
von Hertling, Freiburg i. Br. 1913, 32. 

44c) Pseudo-Augustinus, De assumptione, c. 5 (PL 40, 1145). 

45) Rectius Apoc. 11, 19. 


; 46) Mens auctoris de Virginis conceptione patet in sermone festi Purificationis, 
in cod. Borgh. 41, f. 162v-3r. 
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diusi in conservatione, quia praeservatum a veniali et mortali; sed lucidissimum in 
filii Dei conceptione, quia dedicatum usui spirituali et ex tunc in tantum lucidum quod 
dicitur quod si aliquis ipsam corrupta intentione respexisset k, quidam radius ex facie 
ipsius procedebat, qui sic aspicientium intuitum obtundebat!. Merito ergo etiam 
quantum altius collocatur; ipsa namque fuit splendor lucis aeternae, speculum sine 
macula Dei maiestatis, imago bonitatis illius et super omnem dispositionem stellarum: 
luci com parata, invenitur purior, Sap. 7, 26, 29. 


Est ergo stella claritatis inoffuscabilis, et ideo maris stella dicitur, quia navigantes 
in hoc periculoso mari, aspicientes ad ipsam, diriguntur ad portum salutis, sicut™ 
deducit beatus Bernardus, homilia 2 Super Missus est 47. Merito ergo quia clara et 


lucida, hoc sanctum corpus gloriose ascendit super cherubim et volavit super pennas 
ventorum 48 et angelorum, et notanter duplicatur hoc verbum ad innuendum quod ad 
caelos ascendit non solum secundum animam, sed et secundum corpus. 


Tertia ratio sumitur, quia ipsa fuit castellum virginitatis inviolabile. Una enim 
de rationibus quas assignant sancti 49, quod corpora nostra rediguntur in pulverem, 
est quia in corporibus nostris dominatur fomes et ignis concupiscentiae. Ignis autem 
suum combustibile ® incinerat; ubi ergo non fuit ignis, non debuit esse cinis, quia 
amota causa, amovetur effectus. Sed in corpore Virginis Mariae in prima sanctifica- 
tione huiusmodi ignis fuit consumptus, in secunda vero, scilicet in conceptione Filii 
Dei, fuit totaliter extinctus, ut dicunt sancti 59, (f. 36v) ergo corpus suum non fuit in 
cinerem resolutum. Cum igitur in terra non sit et nefas sit ipsam dicere in purgatorio 
esse et orror® piis auribus in inferno, relinquitur quod sit in caelo. .. (f. 37r) Me- 
rito ergo gloriosa Virgo Maria, quia fuit castellum virginitatis inviolabilis, secundum 
corpus meruit exaltari; in cuius testimonium et praeconium hoc evangelium (Luc. 10, 
38-42) hodie ab Ecclesia recitatur ... 


Quarta ratio sumiturP, quia ipsa eadem fuit cum filio respectu humanitatis 4 
assumptibilis, nam corpus Christi non est nisi quaedam portio corporis Virginis et 
etiam verius quam? corpus cuiusque alterius filii respectu matris suae, quia fuit for- 
matum de sola Virgine sine humano semine. Et ex hoc capit Augustinus argu- 
mentum in sermone de eius assumptione 51, quoniam illi qui sunt unum cum Christo 
in anima per donum gratiae, sunt ubi Christus est spiritualiter, ipso dicente, Ioan. 8 
17, 11, 24: Pater sancte, serva eos quos dedisti mihi; volo ut ubi sum ego, et illi sint 
mecum. Cum igitur Virgo benedictissima sit unum cum Christo non solum unitate 
gratiae, quae est a parte mentis, sed etiam unitate naturae, quae est a parte corporis, 
debet esse ubi Christus est non solum in anima, sed etiam in corporis substantia. 
Naturaliter enim loquendo “idemt locus debetur parti et toti, sicut glebae et toti ter- 
rae, et scintillae et totius ignis substantiae” 52, ut dicat benedictissima Virgo (f. 37v) 





i lucidum C. fuit et rep. quia C. 

kK respiceret presumetur C. humilitatis C. 

1 aspicientes . . . obtundebant C. quod C. 

m producitur sic pro sicut C. ipsa dominante Ioannis C. 
n jincombustibile C. ille C. 

© lectio incerta C. 


47) Num. 17 (PL 183, 70). 

48) II Reg. 22, 11. 

49) Inter quos Thomas, IV Sent., d. 43, q. 1, a. 4, Solutio 2, ad 2um (Opera 
omnia, ed. Parm. 1858, VII2, 1067) ; Summa theol., Suppl. III partis, q. 78, a. 2, ad 
2um. 

50) V. gr. Bonaventura, III Sent., d. 3, pars 1, a. 2, qg. 2 (Ad Claras Aquas 1887, 
Ill, 74-6) ; Thomas, Summa theol., III, q. 27, a. 3. 

51) Cap. 5 (PL 40, 1146). 

52) Sic Aristoteles, Physic., III, text. 48 et 52; De caelo et mundo, I, text. 19 et 
73 (Venetiis 1585, III, 154, 156, 475, 491). 
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Maria illud Ephes. 153: Magnificabitur Christus in corpore meo sive per mortem 
sive per vitam. Honor enim Filio Dei fuit quod corpus matris dum viveret, floruerit 
virginitate et post mortem vigeat incorruptibilitate, propter quod Augustinus in eodem 
sermone 54 dicit: “Illud sacratissimum corpus de quo Christus carnem assumpsit et 
divinam naturam humanae univit, non amittens quod erat, sed assumens quod non 
erat, ut Verbum caro, id est homo, fieret, in escam vermibus traditum, quia sentire 
non valeo, dicere pertimesco”. Et ideo de ascensu cum admiratione dicitur, Cant. 8, 
5: Quae est ista quae ascendit de deserto, deliciis affluens,innixa super dilectum suum? 


Quinta ratio sumitur quod ipsa fuit nebula levitatis imponderabilis. Videmus enim 
quod nubes quanto leviores, tanto sublimiores, sed gloriosa Virgo Maria fuit nubes 
levissima, quia ab omni pondere peccati aliena, unde dicit Bernardus, Super Missus 
est 55; “Decebat reginam Virginum singulari privilegio sanctitatis absque omni pec- 
cato ducere vitam, ut dum peccati mortisque pareret peremptorem, munus nobis vitae 
et iustitiae obtineret¥.” Dictum etiam fuit, Is. 19, 1: Ascendet Dominus super 
nubem levem et ingredietur Aegyptum. Idem de beata Virgine convenienter expo- 
nitur, ut super illo ascensu dicamus illud III Reg. 18, 44: NubeculaY parva descen- 
debat de mari quasi vestigium hominis; et utique gloriosa Virgo Maria est nubecula 
distillans rorem gratiae et misericordiae; sed parva dicitur ex humilitate, ipsa dicente: 
Respexit humilitatem ancillae suae, Luc. 1, 48, et propter hoc dicit Hieronymus in 
sermone huius diei 56: “Ecce hodierna die . . . superbia deiecit,” sed de mari ascen- 
dere dicitur, id est de amaritudine huius mundi, de quo ait Psalmus 57: Hoc mare 
magnum etc. *, sed dicitur quasi vestigium hominis, quia cum specie humani corporis. 


Sexta ratio sumitur, quia ipsa est domina universitatis rei creabilis, quoniam eis- 
dem privilegiis gaudet regina sicut rex, imperatrix sicut imperator, ut iure testatum 
est 58, Sed quoniam lex Dei iusta et iuste lata fuerit contra hominem quod pulvis 
esset et in pulverem iret, Gen. 3, 19, corpus tamen Christi, guem Deus constituit here- 
dem universorum, ad Hebr. 1, 2, et quoniam habet in femore suo scriptum: Rex regum 
et dominus dominantium, Apoc. 19, 16, huic legi non fuit subditum, imo ab hac lege 
exceptum et privilegiatum, sicut praedictum fuerat per Prophetam 59: Non dabit4 
Sanctum suum videre corruptionem, ergo pari ratione corpus reginae, dominae et im- 
peratricis omnium ab eadem lege debuit esse exceptum et privilegiatum. Cum ergo 
gloriosa Virgo Maria sit regina et domina omnium, imo mater regis universorum, 
propter quod cantat sibi sancta mater Ecclesia: 

Ave, regina caelorum,, Salve, radix, salve porta > 

Ave, domina angelorum, Ex qua mundo lux est orta 6, 
sequitur quod eius corpus illi legi non fuit subiectum, imo ab hac lege exemptum et 
privilegiatum, quod satis innuitur, Apoc. 12, 14, ubi dicitur quod datae sunt mulieri 
duae alae, ut volaret; quia ala virginitatis levatum fuit corpus et humilitatis levatus 
fuit spiritus, ut sibi a suo benedictissimo filio dictum intelligamus illud Apoc. 2461: 
Ascende ad me in montem et esto ibi. 





u_ obtinetur C. Zz tantum C. 
v Nebula C. a semen add. C. 
x citra C. b sancta pro salve porta C. 


53) Rectius Phil. 1, 20. 

54) Cap. 6 (PL 40, 1146). 

55) Rectius Epist. 174 ad Canon. Lugdun., n. 5 (PL 182, 334). 

56) Epist. 9 ad Paulam et Eustochium, n. 17 (inter opp. Hieronymi, PL 30, 141). 

57) Ps. 103, 25. > 

58) Digesta, I, tit. 3, lex 31 (Corpus iuris civilis, 1, recognovit T. Mommsen, re- 
tractavit P. Krueger, Berolini 1908, 34b). 

59) Ps. 15, 10; Act. 13, 35. 

60) Antiphona finalis in Breviario Romano; cf. Chevalier, Repert., 1, 122, n, 2070. 

61) Rectius Ex, 24, 12. 
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Septima ratio sumitur, quia ipsa fuit essentia quaedam soliditatis incommutabilis. 
Res enim stabilis et a corruptione immunis debet esse in loco a fluxibilitate et cor- 
ruptione alieno, sicut res mutabiles in loco mutabili esse debent. Sed benedictissima 
Virgo Maria immunis fuit a carnis corruptione et stabilis in fidei fixione, sicut patuit 
in hora passionis filii, unde omnibus apostolis in fide dubitantibus, ipsa sola fuit sta- 
bilis et perseverans; in cuius signum sola candela accensa in tenebris (f. 38r) manet 
et omnes aliae exstinguuntur ¢ 62, Ergo benedictissima Virgo Maria secundum corpus 
et animam esse debuit in logo ab omni corruptione et fluxibilitate alieno; propter quod 
dicit Augustinus in praedicto sermone 6&3; “Tam pretiosum thesaurum dignius est 
caelum servare quam terra4; tantam integritatem merito incorruptibilitas neque pu- 
tredinis ulla resolutio sequitur.” Potuit ergo dicere Maria illud Cant. 7, 8: Ascendam 
in palmam, id est in Ecclesiam triumphantem, et apprehendam fructus eius, scilicet 
fructus gloriae. 

(Alius sermo de assumpt., cod. Borgh. 41) 

(f. 239r) Veni de Libano, amica mea, veni, coronaberis. Cant. 4, 8. Videmus 
manifeste ... (f. 240v) Virgo benedictissima fuit vera Dei mater, igitur propin- 
quissima. Et quia iure naturali et divino filius tenetur honorare matrem, ideo Deus 
eam debuit, quantum potuit, honorare. Sed ratione purissimae virginitatis et summae 
humilitatis debuit super omnem puram creaturam quantum ad animam et gloriam eius 
et tandem in resurrectione quantum ad gloriam ex merito de condigno® praemiari. 
Igitur ratione maternitatis debuit in aliquo amplius eam honorare, sed hoc non potuit 
esse nisi in praeventione gloriae sui corporis. Ideo hanc non solum debuit quantum 
ad gloriam animae coronare, sed etiam quantum ad corpus sibi et dotes glorificati corpo- 
ris tribuendo, sicut beatus Augustinus in sermone hodierno 64 deducit; et hoc potest 
confirmari, quia apparet quod in terris corpora sanctorum honorantur, sed numquam 
aliquid de corpore Virginis honoratur vel habetur in terris. Igitur vel minus hono- 
ravit matrem quam sanctos ceteros vel eius corpus iam glorificavit in caelis. 

Praeterea in sepulcro beati Ioannis evangelistae nonnisi manna invenitur, quae et 
scaturire cernitur, et ideo pie creditur quod sicut eius caro fuit aliena a corrup- 
tione, sic corpus eius corruptionem non vidit, sic iam glorificatum in caelis.65 Multo 
fortius creditur et credendum est de beata Virgine cum virginitas longe fuit gloriosior 
et admirabilior quam Ioannis. Et confirmatur quia cum textus videatur dicere quod 
iam aliqui sancti refulgent, sicut patet Matth. 27, 52: Multa corpora quae dormierant, 
surrexerunt etc., multo fortius Virgo beata iam simul cum corpore fuit glorificata. 
Et confirmatur per illud Apostoli, I ad Cor. 15, 20: Christus resurrexit a mortuis, 
primitiae dormientium, non dicit solus sed primus. Primus autem supponit secun- 





c extinxerant C. 
d terram C, 
e conduh (?) et parva lacuna C. 





62) Allusio fit ad liturgiam in Laudibus maioris hebdomadae. 

63) Cap. 6 (PL 40, 1146). 

64) Cap. 5 (PL 40, 1145). 

65) Opinio Petri Rogerii de Ioannis eschatologia fusius habetur in eiusdem ser- 
mone in festo b. Ioannis evang., in cod. Borgh. 41, f. 225r: “. . . Alii vero dicunt quod 
corpus eius iam est in caelo glorificatum et gaudet gloria beatae resurrectionis, quod 
licet Hieronymus reliquit in sermone de assumptione sub dubio et etiam Augustinus 
in homilia ultima super Ioannem, tamen idem Augustinus, in quodam sermone qui 
legitur tempore paschali de martyribus, qui incipit ‘Dignum et congruum est, fratres’, 
videtur expresse dicere Ioannis iam corporis resurrectionem ... Et ad hoc videtur 
aliqua congruentia. De beata enim Genitrice credimus quod iam resuscitata regnat 
in caelo. Videtur ergo congruum quod non sit in resurrectione Mariae et Ioannis 
adversitas, quibus tanta fuit unanimitas conversationis in vita ... Quidquid tamen 
sit de hoc, certum est quod fuit in eius obitu singularis felicitas.” 
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dum, ideo resurrectio Christi est exemplar et forma resurrectionis nostrae, et certe, ad 
Rom. 6, 9, dicitur: Christus resurgens a mortuis iam.non moritur etc. Igitur illi qui 
surrexerunt, iam non ultra debuerunt; igitur quia tunc resurrectio eorum probaret 
veram resurrectionem Christi, quia dicerent haeretici quod non fuit nisi phantastica 
apparitio, si statim in pulverem rediissent. 


Praeterea, si secundum Philosophum, IX Physicorum 66: “Idem est locus unius 
glebae terrae et totius terrae”, et corpus Christi fuit pars corporis Virginis, quia 
formatum virtue Spiritus Sancti ex eius purissima substantia, igitur cum corpus 
Christi sit assumptum in caelis (f. 241r), Marc. ultimo, 19, Act. 1,£ 2, non debuit 
corpus unde suum sumptum est, in terris dimittere, sed ad dexteram suam collocare. 
Augustinus 67: “Putredo et vermis . . . suscepisse probatur”. Et subdit: “Si natura 
matris est ... ad eamdem reciprocam £ substantiam,” ut hodie verificatum fuerit illud 
IiI Reg. 2, 19: Positus est thronus matri regis, quae sedet ad dexteram eius, et illud 
Psalmi 68: Astitit regina a dextris tuis etc. 


Praeterea beata Virgo fuit super omnes sanctos non solum quoad animam, sed 
etiam quoad corpus insignibus privilegiis insignita in terris: concepit sine virili se- 
mine, fuit gravidata sine gravedine, peperit sine dolore 69, fuit excepta a generali sen- 
tentia data contra Hevam. Igitur et in caelis debuit esse privilegiata non solum quan- 
tum ad animam, sed etiam quantum ad corpus. Augustinus: “Si voluit integram 
matrem servareh integritatis pudore, voluit etiam incorruptam a putredinis servare 
fetore,” ut quantum ad utrumque dicat sibi illud Psalmi?°: Jn voluntate tua de- 
duxisti me et cum gloria suscepisti me. 


Praeterea si templum Mariae signatum Domino dedicatur et ab omnibus hono- 
ratur, adoratur et sanctificatur, cum corpus beatae Virginis fuit domusi in qua pleni- 
tudo deitatis novem mensibus corporaliter habitavit, iuxta quod cantat Ecclesia 71: 
“Domus pudici pectoris templum repente fit Dei”, debuit honorari et glorificari, iuxta 
iliud quod prophetizatum fuerat, Is. 4472: Domum maiestatis meae glorificabo. Au- 
gustinus 73; “Thronum Dei, thalamum caeli (Domini) domum atque tabernaculum 
Christi dignum est ibi esse ubi ipse est. Itaque pretiosum thesaurum dignius est 
caelum servare quam terra *” absque omni ambiguitate credamus, quia sicut “decuit 
ut in terris maiori puritate niteret quam sub Deo maior nequit intelligi,” secundum 
Anselmum 7, ita decuit ut in caelis maiori claritate fulgeret sub qua Deo maior nequit 
intelligi. Augustinus in sermone huius festivitatis 75 dicit sic: “Ilud sacratissimum 
corpus de quo Christus carnem assumpsit . . . dicere pertimesco.” Et subdit 76: “Vera 
ratione confitendum censeo ... (f. 24lv) aliter dicere non praesumo.” 





£ Modo ultimo actum et primo pro h servo C. 
Mare ...1(C. i dominus C. 
& receptam C. k terram C. 


66) Physic., Ill, text. 48 et 52 (III, 154, 156); cf. supra, nota 52. 

67) De assumptione, c. 5 (PL 40, 1145), ubi et duo textus infra signati. 

68) Ps. 44, 10. 

69) Cf. Bernardus, Sermo in Domin. infra Oct. Assumpt. B.M.V., n. 7 (PL 183, 
433). 

70) Ps. 72, 24, 

71) In hymno “A solis ortus cardine,” in Laudibus Nativ. Domini; cf. Chevalier, 
Repert., I, 3, n. 25ss; IV, 1, n. 34840. 

72) Rectius Is. 60, 7. 

73) De assumptione, c. 6 (PL 40, 1146). 

74) De conceptu virginali, c. 18 (PL 158, 451). 

75) Cap. 6 (PL 40, 1146). 

76) Cap. 8 (PL 40, 1148). 








DOCUMENTA DE VIRGINIS ASSUMPTIONE 


Mac. Astanctus, 0.F.M. 
(Bibl. Vaticana, cod. Pal. lat. 378) 


(f. 127v) A. D. 1361 in die conceptionis Virginis gloriosae in domo Minorum Ave- 
nionensi praedicavit mag. Astancius ord. minorum... Tertia ratio (pro conceptione 
immaculata), quia beatus Augustinus in sermone de assumptione Virginis gloriosae 77 
probare nitens ipsam assumptam esse in corpore et anima, dicit quod “si Christus 
voluit matrem propriam servare integram a corruptionis pudore, voluit etiam eam 
servare a putredinis fetore,” nec mirum quia “caro Christi fuit caro Mariae.” Sicut 
ergo fuit praeservata ab incineratione, a conceptu sine libidine et a dolore in partu, 
fuit enim sine gravedine gravida sine dolore puerpera 78, et a multis aliis miseriis et 
aerumnis quibus aliae mulieres sunt obnoxiae, item fuit praeservata a peccato origi- 
er 

CaELestTINus Piana, O.F.M. 

_Quaracchi, 


Florentiae (Mense Maio, 1950) 


77) Cap. 5 (PL 40, 1145). 
78) Cf. supra, nota 69, 





THREE SUMS OF LOGIC ATTRIBUTED TO 
WILLIAM OCKHAM 


To disentangle and to clarify the text-tradition of the writings 
of the scholastics certainly constitutes one of the most necessary 
and at the same time most tedious tasks in the historical research 
of medieval thought. In order to understand the thought of a 
man one has to know what he already wrote and the sequence in 
which he composed his works. Critically edited or at least trust- 
worthy texts are absolutely indispensable. Where there are none 
extant in editions, the student must take the road of manuscript 
research. Yet, even more basic is the solution of the preliminary 
problem concerning the authenticity of the works which are them- 
selves attributed to an author. In this regard the literary bequest 
of William Ockham still posits doubts in spite of the much re- 
search that has been done in recent years. It is true that a gen- 
eral agreement has been reached amongst scholars as regards the 
authenticity of the main works of the Venerabilis Inceptor.! In 
fact, it seems that all outstanding scholars in the field of Ockam- 
istic studies, such as Hochstetter, Vignaux and Baudry agree with 
the present writer on the authenticity of all the non-political works 
enumerated by him in his study published in 1944.2. They even 
agree with him in qualifying as doubtful or certainly non-authen- 
tic a few other works, viz., the Centiloquium, the Tractatus de 
principiis Theologiae, the Tractatus de Successivis and a certain 
tract on logic. However, this agreement is not adduced here as 
a proof; it can have weight only in as much as the authorities be- 
hind it have substantiated their opinion. This restriction, obvious 
though it may appear, will be proved necessary by this investiga- 
tion. For, although the present writer is convinced that it is 
extremely hard to restore to Ockham’s authorship the Centi- 
loquium, the Tractatus de Principiis Theologiae and the Tracta- 
tus de Successivis, ‘most likely it will be necessary to count “the 
certain tract on logic,” and also another one, among the genuine 





1. Cf. the excellent comprehensive study of Léon Baudry, Guillaume d’Occam. 
Sa vie, ses oeuvres, ses idées sociales et politiques, in Etudes de Philosophie Médiévale, 
t. XXXIX (Paris: Vrin, 1949), I, 273-294. 

2. Cf. Philotheus Boehner, O.F.M., The Tractatus de Successivis attributed to 
William Ockham, in Franciscan Institute Publications, No. I (St. Bonaventure, N. Y., 
1944), pp. 16-23. 
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works of Ockham, for it is particularly this work which has not 
been subjected to a thorough study, whilst the other three have 
not only been studied but also edited. 

Among the many logical writings which are expressly attributed 
to Ockham by scribes of the 14th century also several systematical 
works on logic are found. For want of a better name, let us call 
them “Logical Summae.” ‘These are to be distinguished from 
another literary type concerning logic, viz., from explanations of 
classical logical texts: Ockham has written such explanations or 
Expositiones of at least four logical works, namely of the Isagoge 
of Porphyry, of Aristotle’s Categories, Perihermenias and Sophis- 
tical Refutations (Expositio super Porphyrium, super Praedica- 
menta, super duos libros Perihermenias, super duos libros Elen- 
chorum). ‘These expositions are running commentaries on the 
text and usually add sometimes quite long discourses introduced 
by Notandum or Sciendum or some such similar expressions. It 
is obvious that in these commentaries Ockham follows the thought 
of his author and merely writes down the inspirations he gets 
from him. 

In the Summae, on the other hand, we have before us inde- 
pendent systematical works. Here, the science of logic as under- 
stood by the scholastics, is brought into a systematic order and 
composed according to the idea of the author himself. Hence a 
Summa of logic represents in the Middle Ages what we would call 
a handbook or textbook of logic. There are many such logical 
summae written by medieval logicians and known to us; they are 
by no means as monotonous as our neo-scholastic works on logic. 

Ockham has composed at least one such summa of logic the 
authenticity of which is firmly established beyond any doubt. It 
is his famous Swmma logicae or, as it is sometimes called, Summa 
totius logicae. Widely distributed in the Middle Ages it was 
printed many times before the 17th century. Yet, we find that 
in older and sometimes even in recent literature other systema- 
tical works on logic are attributed to Ockham. Most, or indeed 
practically all, of these attributions are, however, so vague that it 
seems useless to discuss them here. This holds especially for Wad- 
ding and Sbaralea in the Scriptores Ordinis Minorum. One gets 
the strong impression that they quote the same work, viz., the 
Summa Logicae, under different titles. In order to bring some 
light into the prevailing confusion we have to follow the only safe 
method, viz., that of manuscript research. 
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It was Apollinaris van Leuwen, O.F.M., who in a letter called 
our attention some time ago to another systematic work of Ockham 
on logic which he discovered in a manuscript of the Staatsbiblio- 
thek in Munich. He realized that it was a work different from the 
Summa logicae. In 1938 when collecting information on manu- 
scripts attributed to Ockham we were informed by our friend Vic- 
torin Doucet of the existence in Assisi of a manucript containing a 
logic of Ockham. Finally, we were able to locate still another sys- 
tematical work on logic bearing the name of Ockham in the Vatican 
library with the title Defensorium logicae Ockham. ‘Thus in a 
short time three distinct and definitely located works on logic and 
connected with the name of Ockham had come to our knowledge. 
This was still before 1939. Unfortunately the war made it im- 
possible to obtain microfilms of these works. Finally this year we 
were able to secure them, and thus we are now in a position to 
form a substantiated opinion concerning their authenticity. 

Here, however, we shall not enter into a discussion of the work 
known as Defensorium logicae Ockham, first, because it does not 
seem to have any claim to authenticity, since, as the title suggests, 
it is a defense of Ockham’s logic, which could hardly be attributed 
to Ockham himself; secondly, because an edition of this work is 
being prepared by Gaudens Mohan, O.F.M. who will resume in a 
more thorough manner the problem of authenticity. ‘The present 
study, therefore, will be confined only to three systematical works 
on logic all of which are expressly attributed to Ockham; they are 
the Summa logicae (S1), the Logica of Munich (S2) and the Logica 
of Assisi ($3). 

1. SUMMA LOGICAE. TRACTATUS LOGICAE MAIOR (S1) 

There are about 50 known manuscripts of the Summa Logicae 
of Ockham. It is probable that more are still hidden in smaller 
libraries. In order to identify this work in the manuscripts at 
least three Incipits are required. Some manuscripts start with the 
introductory preface written probably by Adam Wodham, a dis- 
ciple of Ockham: Quam magnos veritatis sectatoribus afferat fruc- 
tus sermocinalis scientia ... Others start with the dedicatory letter 
of Ockham: Dudum me frater et amice carissime tuis litteris ... 
Again, several manuscripts start with the logic itself: Omnes logi- 
cae tractatores intendunt astruere ... The explicits in various 
manuscripts also vary, mostly, however, due to a transposition of 
the tract on Obligationes (to the end), and for other reasons. More 
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important for an exact identification of this work will be a survey 
of its content which shall be made in presenting its division. 

The Summa is divided into three main parts, and the third 
again in several parts. Following the edition of 1508 (Venice) we 
have the following division and subdivisions which to a certain 
extent follow the order of the logical writings of Porphyry and 
Aristotle. 

I. On terms. 1. On terms in general. 2. On the predicables. 
3. On the predicaments. 4. On supposition. 

II. On propositions. 

III. On Syllogism. 1. On syllogism in general. 2. On the 
demonstrative syllogism. 3. On the topical arguments (syllogisms 
and consequences). 4. On the obligationes and the insolvable. 5. 
On the fallacies. 

The Summa logicae which we shall call from now on S/ treats 
its subject matter in a rather comprehensive manner. It has very 
little on the hypothetical syllogism, perhaps because it aims at a 
systematization of the Aristotelean logic in a broad sense. Of 
course it is not strictly confined to Aristotelean logic in the proper 
sense, but rather to that trend of logic which was mainly developed 
in the 13th century, which as it seems has little interest in hypo- 
thetical syllogisms. 

There has never been advanced a serious reason against the 
authenticity of this work or of the parts of it. Prantl’s pretentious 
assertions about the inauthenticity of certain parts (On Hypothe- 
tical Propositions, On Obligations, and On the Insolvable and 
minor additions, corrections and changes) which even in this year 
1950 have still found an echo, and his creation of a Pseudo-Ock- 
ham are based only on vague intuitions and feelings; Prantl has 
not made the slightest effort to study the manuscript tradition of 
the works of Ockham but consulted only old printed editions. We 
do not want to again repeat our reasons against this pure inven- 
tion. However, since Prantl and those who have uncritically fol- 
lowed him, did not examine the manuscripts of this work, it es- 
caped them that there are a few parts of S7 which need a critical 
evaluation. Whilst the Tractatus de Obligationibus is found in 
all of the manuscripts written certainly between 1339-1348 (at least 
six manuscripts), the Chapter on relation (Cap. 53 of the editions) 
is missing in 12 of the 30 manuscripts we studied. Hence this 


3. Cf. C. Prantl, Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande, III (Leipzig, 1867), 399, 
n. 740, and IV (1870), 41ff. 
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maior part, that is an entire chapter, posites a serious problem. 
However, since the Tractatus de Obligationibus and De insolubili, 
and chapters 13 ff. (III, III of the editions: Quia circa modalium 
propositionum aequipollentias et repugnantias . . .) are inserted 
at different pages in some manuscripts, and even in some of the 
oldest ones, there is a strong suspicion that they have been added 
after the first draft of SI was finished. But there is no evidence 
whatsoever that these parts were not added by the author himself. 

As we have proved elsewhere and as it is now generally ac- 
cepted even by Baudry, * SJ must have been composed before 1329. 
We are inclined to believe that it was completed in Avignon, prob- 
ably between 1324 and 1327. Our opinion is based on the fact 
that the work is prefaced by a letter to Adam Wodham who was 
in England, and secondly because Francis of Mayronis is called 
Magister abstractionum; but this Franciscan scholastic became 
Master in 1324. However, it is sufficient for us to know for sure 
that SJ was written before 1329. 

Before we go on to a discussion of other tracts on logic, let us 
exclude from our study another type of work which must not be 
confused with the following tracts. As is well known, there are 


many abbreviations or compilations made from lengthy works of 
scholastics. They have the title of Abbreviatio, or Notabilia, or 
Conclusiones. We know of at least one such work of S/ preserved 
in Vat. lat. 674. It contains Conclusiones of the first part of S1 
and an abbreviation of the Tract on Fallacies of $7. The literal 
repetition of the text of SJ clearly proves that this is the work of a 
compiler different than Ockham. 


2. THE ELEMENTARIUM OCKHAM OR TRACTATUS LOGICAE MEDIUS (S2) 


As we mentioned before it was Apollinaris Van Leeuwen who 
first maintained that a work contained in Clm 1060 is a work due 
to the pen of Ockham, that it is different from SJ, and an im- 
portant work. At the time when Fr. Apollinaris made this state- 
ment we were rather sceptical about his assertion, and we remained 
sceptical until recently. In 1944 we still wrote: “We doubt its 
authenticity.” However, we must confess that our doubt was not 
based on any acquaintance either with the manuscript or with its 
content. Our doubt was only one of these vague feelings which 
should not be allowed to determine a position in historical re- 
search. After several futile attempts, finally last year we were able 


4. Op. cit., p. 77ff. 
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to secure a microfilm of this manuscript through the kind help of 
Palmaz Rucker, O.F.M. On the basis of the document itself we 
are now in a condition to form a substantiated opinion. 

First let us give a few details of this manuscript. Clm ( Miin- 
chen Staatsbibliothek) 1060 is written in a difficult current hand 
and contains several works on logic. Some of these are enumer- 
ated on fol. 136vb, and there fortunately the date of completion is 
added. ‘The scribe tells us: 


In isto volumine continentur haec subscripta videlicet conclusiones ... (?). Item 
legica Burle cum declarationibus quarumdam propositionum communium cum regulis 
libri Priorum. Item logica Okkam cum expositione communium et regulis libri 
Posteriorum. Haec collecta sunt per fratrem Fridericum(?) de Nordlingham(?) 
prout studente in Constantia anno d. MCCCXLVIII in cathedra Petri Apostoli. 


We are here interested only in the “logica Okkam.” On top of 
folio 135r (recent numbering) we find the superscription: Incipit 
logica Magistri Gwilhelmi Okkam Ordinis Fratrum Minorum 
tractatus medius. In order to help further discovery of possibly 
existing manuscripts and, in order to give an idea of the content, 
we will now communicate the entire introduction and the first 
lines of the work: 


Occupationibus, quas interrumpere mihi durum est, paucas per vices lucubras 
morulas interponens ad utilitatem parvulorum cupientium primo discere logicae ele- 
menta, quibus lacte simplicis sapidaeque doctrinae opus est (non) solido cibu senten- 
tiarum subtilium, praesens duxi opusculum componendum, quod poterit elementarium 
appellari, ut tenella ingenia, nondum vaniloquiis fabulosis ac ridiculosis imbuta fig- 
mentis, planis ac lucidis nec non et utilibus nutriantur gratius rudimentis, quibus 
delectati adhaereant, quinimmo nauseant (!) super insipidis et obscuris atque phan- 
tasticis nec non vix opinabilibus non intelligibilibus doctrinis. Aestimo autem, quod 
si in his studuerint diligenter ac lecta et intellecta memoriae custodierint in thesauris, 
parvo tempore poterint adipisci, quod quam multi studentes mali in annis plurimis 
attingere nequiverunt, et ad intelligenda altiora et difficiliora non solum sed etiam 
in aliis scientiis non mediocriter adiuvabit. Quod autem in hoc opere minus vere, 
obscure, confuse, superflue, diminute vel nugatorie aut aliter minus recte dictum 
reperierit, hoc respuat, corrigat et informet et meae imperitiae vel discretioni mentis, 
quam his attente applicare non valui, deputans propter hoc utilia non dimittat. 

Hic sunt octo libri distincti per capitula, quorum Primus tractat de terminis, de 

quibus etiam tractatur in libro Porphyrii et Praedicamentorum Aristotelis. 

Secundus liber de propositionibus, de quibus etiam tractatur in libro Periher- 

menias, 

Tertius de suppositionibus, de quibus alibi in libris Aristotelis non tractatur, 

Quartus de syllogismis, de quibus tractatur in libro Priorum, 

Quintus de locis, de quibus tractatur in libro Topicorum, 

Septimus de demonstratione, et de hac tractatur in libro Posteriorum, 

Octayus de fallaciis, de quibus tractatur in libro Elenchorum. 

Et si quis aliquid vitiosi vel non correcti in scriptura istius compendii reperit, non 

studio scribentis imputetur, sed velocitati etc. 
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Explicit prologus. 

(Incipit tractatus) Finis logicae principalis est scire discernere in omni materia 
sophisticum argumentum a vero. Est autem argumentum unius propositionis ex plu- 
ribus vel una propositione illatio. Est autem argumentum triplex, scilicet vocale, 
mentale et scriptum. Argumentum vocale est, quod de ore profertur ac audiri potest. 
Scriptum est quod in libro scribitur vel re corporali scribitur et legi ac videri potest. 
Mentale quod solummodo mente concipitur et nullius idiomatis vel linguae existit et 
corporaliter nec audiri nec videri potest... 


In order to identify possible manuscripts of this work, we shall 
also add a longer passage of the end: 


. . . Haec de logica saepe rogatus a pluribus compendiose perscripsi, ne opus 
prolixius parvulos nimium oneraret, ut et ista, quae omisi cum maiore aviditate quae- 
rantur; pro quibus ab illis, qui doctrinam suis phantasticis et vix opinabilibus asser- 
tionibus obvitiantes (obnubilantes?) non per rationem sed per personam odio, amore 
privato, timore,*invidia, malitia et superbia stimulati nituntur destruere, detractationes 
et persecutiones expecto. Sed ego eorum conatus contemno malignos et veritatis 
amore eorum stultitias (stultissimas!), cum opportunitatem habuero et maiora non 
impedierint, propalabo, benevolem, si defeci, desiderans correctorem. Erit enim mihi 
gratissimum, si cognovero quempiam verius, rationabilius, clarius, aptius et plenius vel 


quomodolibet utilius notitiam tradere praedictorum vel aliorum scibilium quorum- 
cumque. 


Deo gratias. Deo gratias. Explicit logica Magistri Wilhelmi Okkam Ordinis Fra- 
trum Minorum. Explicit medius tractatus logicae Magistri Gwilhelmi Okkam. 


Hence the work is called Elementarium by the author himself. 
And the scribe calls it twice Tractatus Medius logicae Okkam. The 
work is ascribed four times to William Ockham, in the title and 
in the Explicit (2x) and again in the passage quoted above which 
also gives the date 1348. This, certainly, is a rare documentation. 
There can be no doubt, as far as the external evidence is concerned, 
that the work is authentic. Since Ockham died most probably in 
1349, the attribution by the scribe is contemporary with Ockham. 
And this attribution gains in weight if we also consider the fact 
that the scribe lived in South Germany (Constance), hence not too 
far from Miinich, where Ockham lived. 

Unfortunately, up to the present, we know only of this one 
manuscript of the Elementarium, and hence we have practically 
only one witness, a very good one at that, as to its authenticity. 
Nevertheless, until exterior evidence can be arrayed against the 
authenticity, we are forced to accept the testimony of the scribe, 
unless there are grave reasons based on the content of this work 
which prove that it is morally impossible that Ockham could be the 
author of the Elementarium. Though we have not yet advanced 
our study to such a point that we can be absolutely sure, neverthe- 
less, while transcribing this work, we had the strong impression 
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that the teaching in this work is generally in very good agreement 
with that of certainly authentic works of Ockham. We have to 
take into account, however, that this (and the following $3) leaves 
out theological discussions. In this $2 is quite different from S1 
which purposely takes into consideration theological problems, 
especially in its examples. However, this can hardly be an objec- 
tion against the authenticity of $2. For $2 addresses itself only to 
beginners, and it means it. Whilst SJ expressly states: Tractatum 
hunc duxi scribendum, nonumquam regulas per exempla tam 
philosophica quam theologica declarando (Dedicatory letter). 

Some other points creating certain difficulties, can be reason- 
ably explained, as we shall try to show partly here and partly in 
our edition which we are preparing. For the time being let us 
repeat that we have not found any disagreement between SI and 
$2, which in our opinion excludes the authenticity of $2. 

It is also obvious that in an elementary tract we can hardly 
expect references to other works of the author himself. We know 
that Ockham likes to quote his own works. But there are also 
exceptions. For instance the Quodlibeta have only a few such 
references, and the Quaestiones super libros Physicorum quote 
only the Quodlibeta. Nevertheless, we discovered four references of 
the author to his “logica.”” And here a certain surprise is in store 
for us. Let us, however, first indicate these references, and then 
partly discuss them here, partly in the following chapter. 

The first reference is embedded in a quite personal text which 
we believe worthwhile publishing here in toto (fol. 163va): 


Alius locus ponitur locus ab auctoritate, et ille locus debilis est, nisi arguatur ab 
auctoritate illius qui fallere et falli non potest. Et ideo non sequitur: Aristoteles 
dicit hoc, ergo hoc est verum, quia ipse decipi potuit. Nec sequitur: Astrologus dicit 
hoc, ergo ita est, quia quilibet astrologus decipere et decipi potest. Propter quod non 
est necesse credere cuilibet qui putatur expertus in arte vel scientia sua, quia in multis 
artibus et scientiis nullus potest esse perfectus, sed quilibet errare potest, sicut (ms. 
sic cum) quia multi putantur experti esse qui non sunt, sed vel omnino sunt opinantes 
et ignari vel solummodo habent memoriam sententiarum vel illorum quae audierunt 
(et) viderunt de eis, certum et clarum iudicium non habentes. Multi enim vigent 
memoria, quae bestiis et hominibus, viris et mulieribus, pueris et adultis, stultis et 
sapientibus est communis, et tamen in iudicio omnino deficiunt, vel habent iudicium 
valde debile. Vidi enim aliquos pueros et mulieres ac etiam naturaliter stultos qui- 
busdam viris intelligentibus et profundi iudicii in potentia memoriae praevalere. Ve- 
rumtamen expertis et qui etiam experti communiter reputantur ista est reverentia 
exhibenda ut dicta eorum non spernantur nec reprobentur nec negentur, antequam 
constiterit quod sunt dissona veritati, sed suspensa teneatur sententia sive sint dicta 
antiquorum vel modernorum ut nec propter novitatem vilipendantur nec propter veri- 
tatem (! reverentiam ?) teneantur, sed veritas in omnibus extollatur, quia sive antiqui 
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sive moderni, sive amici sive inimici fuerint assertores, sanctum est praehonorare 
veritatem. 

Haec de locis ad praesens sufficiant. Multa autem quae dimittuntur in logica, 
quam dudum edidi, et in Topicis Aristotelis et Boethii, qui voluerit, poterit invenire. 
Nec tamen omnia quae dici possent, reperiet, quia nec omnia ab aliquo sunt inventa, 
sed novae regulae evidentissimae possunt a studiosis excellentem (!) habentibus iudi- 
cium rationis quotidie inveniri. 


A second reference is found fol. 177rb: 


Ad cuius evidentiam, ut aliquo modo apertius et exquisitius et completius quantum 
ad aliquid dicatur, quam dixi in logica, est sciendum .. . 


Fol. 182vb we read: 
. sicut dixi in logica tractando de isto modo fallaciae accidentis .. . 


Fol. 184va: , 

. . - licet sit fallacia consequentis penes primum modum, et sic debet intelligi quod 
dictum est de hoc in logica . . . 

The first reference can be connected with S1 which indeed has 
much more about the topical rules than $2. It is furthermore 
noteworthy that the reference is to a logica which has been edited 
“dudum.” We cannot help but attach some significance to this 
word, “dudum,” since it calls to our mind the first word of the 
dedicatory letter of SJ: Dudum me frater . . ., but also because 
the word implies that the logic referred to, has been written a long 
time ago. We do not know any systematical work on logic written 
in the spirit and the terminology of Ockham which has been com- 
posed, let us say, before 1340. Burleigh is definitely out of ques- 
tion, and so is Richard Campsale 5, for both wrote against Ockham. 
Buridan’s Logic can hardly be meant for his Summulae are to a 
large extent only a revision of the Summulae of Petrus Hispanus’ 
Summulae logicales. Futhermore, as far as our acquaintance with 
Buridan goes, he avoids the expression “De virtute sermonis” which 
however is used in $2. However, we must not forget that very 
little is known about this period in general and of its logic in par- 
ticular. We can only maintain that to the best of our knowledge 
this mentioning of a logic can be referred to the Summa Logicae of 
Ockham, and in this sense we consider it a confirmation of the 
authenticity of $2. 





5. Victorin Doucet, O.F.M., “L’oeuvre scholastique de Richard de Connington, 
O.F.M.,” in Arch. Fran. Hist. (29 (1936) 420; here the author mentions a ms. of the 
logic of Campsale, viz. Bologna Univ. 2635. 
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Although the reference just discussed can be traced to SJ, it was 
not possible to trace the other references to SJ. This result was 


disappointing and first appeared to us a serious objection against 
the authenticity of $2. Nevertheless, we hope to be able to give 


a quite satisfactory solution of this problem, but we will have to 
do that in the following chapter. 


However, before we go on we would like to call the attention of 
the reader to other texts found in $2 which in our opinion point 
to Ockham as author. 


On fol. 172vb we read: 


Sicut ad habendum sensum improprium istius orationis: Italia est rebellis impe- 
ratori... 


Without maintaining that this is an unquestionable indication 
of Ockham’s authorship, we, nevertheless, believe that this expres- 
sion is easier understood when we assume that the author lived in 


Miinich after the emperor’s retreat, forced by the rebellious 
Italians. 


On fol. 172vb we read the truly Ockhamist sentences: 


Ex his potest advertere studiosus, quod fingentes nomina vel voces ad modum 
nominum abstractorum de nominibus propriis, pronominibus, adverbiis, coniunctioni- 
bus, praepositionibus, interiectionibus ac etiam de verbis, nominibus, participiis, ubi 
non possunt aperte assignare res distinctas, de quibus constat quod sunt distinctae, 
cuiusmodi sunt talia, quae putantur nomina, quae in nullo auctore reperiuntur: 
haeceitas vel haectitas, Sorteitas, Martemeitas, quandalitas, ubeitas, enimitas, velitas, 
sieitas, aditas, anitas, abeitas, quamobreitas, usquequoeitas, albedineitas, animeitas, 
lectoreitas (? or: lecteitas?), de scientia facili scientiam difficillimam reddiderunt et 
difficultates inextricabiles, ubi nulla est vel parvissima, induxerunt. Et ideo ad ratio- 
cinationes eorum, in quibus tales voces accipiuntur, vel respondendum est, quod pro- 
ferunt voces non significativas, vel dicendum est, quod orationibus utuntur impropriis, 
quarum sensus, quem prima facie sonat, est negandus quem intendunt taliter arguen- 
tes. Et aliquando poterit eis dari sensus verus improprius. Sicut si accipiatur ista: 
Haec haeceitas aliquo modo distinguitur ex natura rei a subiecto, potest habere sensum 
improprium verum, istum scilicet vel alium, non ad propositum loquentium: Hoc 
pronomen ‘haec’ non tantum est demonstrativum substantiae sed etiam partium suarum 
et aliarum rerum. Melius tamen esset omnino deridendo tales non intelligentes, quae 
loquuntur, dicere quod voces non significativas accipiunt. Quamvis enim eliquando 
liceat ex necessitate vel aliqua utilitate vocabula fingere, non tamen licet vocabula 
(fingere) ad decipiendum simplices per involutiones vocum et ad insinuandum res 
aliquas quae non sunt nec esse possunt, et ad inducendum difficultates, ubi nulla de- 
beret esse vel parva; quemadmodum ex improprio et figurativo modo loquendi anti- 
quorum propter ignorantiam posteriorum multorum nescientium antiquos fuisse figu- 
rative locutos et improprie, difficultates innumerabiles et nocivae quam plurimae sunt 
inductae. Ita enim ab antiquo adolevit (ms. abolevit) modus loquendi improprius, ut 
vix a quoquam valeat evitari. Quod scio mihi saepius accidisse scienter vel etiam 
et brevitatis causa vel conformando me modo loquendo communi etiam improprie 
locutus (sum; ms. proprie), propter quod forte aliqui in quibusdam dictis meis vel 
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mihi contradictionem imponent, quae per distinctionem solvi debet, vel ab intentione 
mea penitus discordabunt. 


Anyone who is acquainted with Ockham’s writings will remem- 
ber that he has met with similar invectives of Ockham against the 
creations of new terms by the Scotists and that he gives practically 
the same example of this verbalism. In addition, the tone of this 


passage reveals an old man who looks back at a long career of 
writing. 


3. THE TRACTATUS MINOR LOGICAE OCKHAM (S3) 

The failure to locate the rest of the above mentioned references 
in SI forced us to look elsewhere. It was obvious that we should 
look for them in another Summa of Logic which is likewise attri- 
buted to Ockham, viz., that which is preserved in ms. 690 of Assisi. 
Through the kind help of Victorin Doucet we obtained a micro- 
film of this work and thus are now in a condition to make a com- 
parative study. The manuscript is written in a half current hand 
of the 14th century. The Jnctpit reads: 


Logica cum dicatur a logos, quod est sermo et ideo merito latine sermocinalis et 
rationalis scientia appellatur. Ipsa enim docet et tradit regulas quibus omnes ratio- 
cinationes in omni scientia et arte, mentales, vocales et scriptae, debent, ut non sint 
sophisticae, regularii Quamobrem non irrationabiliter scientia scientiarum et ars 
artium nuncupatur, quia in omni arte et scientia docet discernere sophisticum argu- 
mentum a vero, et ideo nulla scientia potest perfecte et artificiose sine ipsa tradi et 
haberi, quia nullus sine ipsa regulante potest per artem ex veritate nota raciocinando 
ignotam accipere veritatem, licet interdum nonulli a casu et absque certitudine evidenti 
per notas ad alias ignotas perveniant veritates. Propter quod istius artis ignorantia 
decipiuntur in multis ita ut multi in errores vix inopinabiles prolabuntur quia argu- 
menta sophistica et aparentia pro veris accipiuntur. 

Sicut argumentum est triplex, scilicet mentale quod componitur ex cogitationibus 
mentis, vocale quod componitur ex vocibus ab ore prolatis et scriptum . . . 


The division of this work follows exactly the same pattern as 
$2, but it omits a discussion of the demonstrative syllogism. For 
the rest this tract is considerably shorter than $2. 


The explicit reads: 


. . . Est autem ista fallacia extra dictionem quia potest quis solummodo mentaliter 
respondendo huiusmodi responsiones formare et decipi putando quod una alia propo- 
sitio affirmativa vel negativa formata ex eisdem sit vera vel concedenda. 

Explicit minor tractatus novae logicae fratris Gwilhelmi Ockham. 


Again, we have an explicit attribution of a systematic work on 
logic to Ockham, hence we shall call it $3. It must be our rule to 
believe such a medieval explicit attribution unless we have grave 
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reasons to doubt it. Let us therefore assume the authenticity of 
this tract $3, at least for the time being. 

What strikes us first is the fact that it is called logica nova. Two 
meanings can be attached to this expression, 1) that it follows the 
new logic, viz., the logic introduced by the Summiulists like Peter 
of Spain etc., or 2) that it is another logic of the same author. This 
second meaning is certainly preferable, since a comparison with 
the logic of the Summulists shows that they start with a tract on 
propositions; at least Peter of Spain, William of Shyreswood and 
Buridan have this arrangement in their Summulae. The division 
of $2 and $3 follows Ockhams Summa Logicae (S1) except for the 
place of the suppositions (and of induction which SJ has at the end, 
and in the tract on topical consequences; the tract on Obligations 
is had only in S/.) 

What is more striking is the fact that $3 is called tractatus minor. 
Hence there must be a tractatus maior. This tractatus maior cannot 
be $2, since it is expressly called the tractatus medius; there re- 
mains the only possibility that it is $/, if, of course, the attributions 
to Ockham are correct. In this assumption it follows furthermore 
that the chronological order of these Summae must be: S1-S3-S2 
since S2 is called tractatus medius, which logically presupposes the 
two extremes of which it is the middle. In order to verify our de- 
duction, we have now to go back to our quotations. There are no 
quotations of any work of the author in $3. 

Our first quotation (of fol. 163vb of $2) cannot refer to $3 but 
only to SJ which has a very extensive treatment of topical rules. 
This part of S/ fills about 130 typewritten pages whilst it occupies 
in $2 32, in $3 only 7. 

It is, however different with the tract on the fallacies. In $2 
it has 112 typewritten pages, (the whole has 308, hence a third), in 
$3 it has 28 typewritten pages, of 68, hence more than a third. In 
S1 it has (in the printed edition) 12 folios of 107, that is a little 
more than one tenth. In order to compare the length of the 
tract on fallacies with that of the others we can say, that S7 has 
approximately 80, $2 more than 112, $3 28 typewritten pages. It 
is evident that the interest of the author has shifted towards the 
tract on fallacies. 

The rest of the quotations could not be verified in SI, but we 
believe that they can be verified in $3. In order to make this 
evident and also to show a possible dependence of S/, $2, $3, we 
will present the texts in parallel columes: 
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SI (fol. 99ra) 

P. Ill, IV, c. 8 

Post haec dicendum est de 
compositione et divisione 
coniunctim. Et primo scien- 
dum, quod tunc est aliqua 
oratio multiplex secundum 
compositionem et  divisio- 
nem, quando aliqua oratio 
prolata vel scripta propter 
solam diversam punctuatio- 
nem dictionum potest habe- 
re diversos sensus. Sicut ista 
oratio sic prolata: Quidquid 
vivit semper est, si punctua- 
retur sic: Quidquid vivit 
semper, est, habet unum sen- 
sum; si autem punctuetur 
sic: Quidquid vivit, semper 
est, habet alium sensum, ita 
quod causa apparentiae is- 
tius fallaciae est identitas 
earundem dictionum in ora- 
tione composita et divisa. 
Causa non existentiae est 
diversitas punctuationis. 


Istius autem fallaciae sunt 
duo modi principales. Pri- 
mus est quando tota oratio 
sive composita sive divisa 
remanet in utroque sensu 
categorica vel hypothetica. 
Secundus modus est, quan- 
do sensus compositus est 
propositio categorica et sen- 
sus divisionis est propositio 
hypothetica. Et secundum 
hoc posset poni distinctio 
inter compositionem et divi- 
sionem, ut illae orationes di- 
cantur multiplices secundum 
compositionem, quando uter- 
que sensus est propositio 


categorica vel uterque est 


propositio hypothetica. Illae 
autem dicuntur multiplices 
secundum divisionem, quan- 
do unus sensus est proposi- 
tio categorica et reliquus 
est propositio hypothetica. 
Utrum tamen isto modo sit 
accipienda distinctio istarum 
fallaciarum, non multum cu- 
ro, quia hoc scire non repu- 


S2 (£. 177b) 
L&«, 

Sequitur de fallacia com- 
positionis et divisionis, quae 
est deceptio proveniens ex 
hoc quod alicuius unius ora- 
tionis dictiones possunt com- 
poni vel dividi ab invicem, 
sicut ista est distinguenda: 
Quidquid vivit semper est. 
Potest enim haec dictio 
‘semper’ componi cum hac 
dictione vivit vel dividi ab 
ea. Non autem differunt 
istae fallaciae per hoc quod 
quando oratio in sensu com- 
posito est falsa, est fallacia 
compositionis et quando in 
sensu diviso est falsa est fal- 
lacia divisionis, quia eadem 
propositio potest esse primo 
falsa in sensu composito et 
non in sensu diviso, sed po- 
stea potest esse in sensu di- 
viso et non composito. Sic 
ista: Omnis homo currens 
velociter addiscit, poterit es- 
se vera, si velociter compo- 
natur cum hac dictione cur- 
rens, et falsa, si dividatur 
ab ea, puta si aliquis currat 
velociter et nullus homo ad- 
discat, et postea poterit ac- 
cidere econverso, puta si 
nullus currit velociter et ta- 
men aliquis currens addiscat 
velociter. Fallacia autem non 
putatur propter solam mu- 
tationem rei vocibus eodem 
modo dispositis, ergo tali 
modo non distinguitur falla- 
cia compositionis et fallacia 
divisionis, sed eadem pro- 
positio potest primo esse 
falsa in sensu composito et 
non in sensu diviso, et po- 
stea poterit esse falsa in 
utroque sensu. Et ita in 
eodem argumento sophistico 
esset primo fallacia composi- 
tionis et postea non esset 
fallacia compositionis. 

Ideo aliter potest dici, 
quod quandoque aliquo mo- 
do eadem est fallacia compo- 
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S3 (E. 240r) 


Tertia fallacia in dictione 
vocatur compositio et quarta 
divisio. Circa quod non est 
curiose disputandum, an sit 
una fallacia vel plures, aut 
quis vocandus sit sensus 
compositionis et quis divisi- 
onis; hoc enim parum vel 
nthil prodest ad alias scien- 
tias intelligendas. Est autem 
fallacia compositionis et di- 
visionis deceptio proveniens 
ex hoc quod partes orationis 
eiusdem possunt diversimode 
componi vel dividi ab invi- 
cem, Unde causa apparen- 
tiae est identitas orationis. 
Causa non existentiae est 
diversitas sensuum, propter 
quod dictiones eiusdem ora- 
tionis aliter et aliter possunt 
componi et dividi ab invi- 
cem. 

Sunt autem duo modi 
principales. 

Primus est, quando reten- 
to eodem ordine dictionum 
(secundum eundem ordinem 
dictio cum!) patenter in tar- 
dis et rudibus possunt esse 
diversi sensus propter hoc, 
quod aliqua dictio potest 
componi vel dividi ab alia, 
quod apparet ex sola punc- 
tuatione diversa. Sic distin- 
guendae sunt tales: Quid- 
quid vivit semper est. Haec 
dictio ‘semper’ potest com- 
poni cum hoc verbo vivit, et 
est vera vel potest dividi ab 
eo, et tunc est falsa. 

Secundus modus est, 
quando eadem dictio non 
habet patenter plures sensus 
retento eodem dictionis or- 
dine, sed in explicatione sen- 
suum est aperta et patens 
diversitas sensuum propter 
hoc, quod aliqua vel termini 
diversimode componuntur vel 
dividuntur ab invicem, sicut 
patet hic: Quinque sunt duo 
et tria. Nam unus sensus est 
iste: Quinque sunt duo et 
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to multum utile specialibus 
scientiis, quamvis  notitia 
distinguendi tales orationes 
magnam habet utilitatem. 

Iuxta primum modum 
sunt tales orationes multi- 
plices . . . There follow only 
discussions of examples of 
this fallacy, mostly taken 
from theology. 


sitionis et divisionis et ali- 
quando aliquo modo possunt 
distingui. 

Ad cuius evidentiam, ut 
aliquo modo apertius et ex- 
quisitius et completius quan- 
tum ad aliquid dicatur quam 
dixi in logica est sciendum, 
quod compositionis et divi- 
sionis possunt assignari duo 
modi principales. Unus est, 
quando ex sola diversa punc- 
tuatione tam in loquendo 
quam in scribendo faciliter, 
clare et aperte possunt de 
eadem oratione haberi di- 
versi sensus, ita ut rudes va- 
leant discernere unum ab 
alio, sicut patet de ista: Om- 
nis homo currens velociter 
movetur, quae potest punc- 
tuari sic: Omnis homo cur- 
rens velociter movetur, et 
sic: Omnis homo currens 
velociter ... Et sic num- 
quam vel raro fallacia com- 
positionis distinguitur a fal- 
lacia divisionis ex hoc quod 
eadein dictio potest componi 
cum una vel cum alia, sicut 
in exemplo praedicto patet, 
quia non potest ratio assig- 
nari, quare magis iste sen- 
sus, in quo haec dictio ‘velo- 
citer’ componitur cum hac 
dictione ‘currens,’ quam ille 
in quo componitur cum hac 
dictione .‘movetur.’ Si autem 
aliqua est alia ratio, nec ex 
sola punctuatione diversa 
faciliter et clare pateant di- 
versi sensus in quorum uno 
eadem_ dictio componitur 
cum alia dictione et in alio 
sensu non componitur cum 
alia sed permaneat per se, 
tunc potest sensus composi- 
tus distingui a sensu diviso, 
quia ille sensus est compo- 
situs, in quo dictio compo- 
nitur cum alia dictione, et 
ille est divisus, in quo ea- 
dem dictio cum nulla alia 
immediata sibi componitur. 
Et sic etiam in  praedicto 
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quinque sunt tria, ubi iste 
terminus ‘quinque’ componi- 
tur ibi in diversis proposi- 
tionibus cum illis duobus 
terminis ‘duo’ et ‘tria.’ Alius 
sensus est: Quinque sunt 
duo et tria coniuctim, quin- 
que sunt aliqua quae com- 
prehendunt duo et tria. 

Dicitur autem quod iste 
modus compositionis coinci- 
dit cum primo modo amphi- 
bologiae quantum ad ora- 
tiones in quibus ponuntur 
dictiones inter terminos fa- 
cientes propositiones hypo- 
theticas. Etiam dicitur, quod 
penes secundum modum dis- 
tinguendae sunt proposi- 
tiones in quibus ponitur 
dictum propositionis cum 
dictione faciente propositio- 
nem modalem. Sensus com- 
positionis exprimitur per 
propositionem in qua modus 
praedicatur de propositione 
de inesse. Sicut sensus istius 
compositionis: Omnem ho- 
nem esse animal est scitum 
a te, exprimitur per istam 
Omnis homo est animal est 
scita a te. Sensus divisionis 
explicatur per propositiones, 
in quibus modus est deter- 
minatio compositionis vel in 
ipsis ponitur verbum mo- 
dale; sicut praedictae propo- 
sitionis intellectus: Omnem 
hominem esse animal est ne- 
cessarium, explicatur per 
istam: Omnis homo neces- 
sario est animal. 
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exemplo potest distingui 
sensus compositus a sensu 
diviso, non ex eo quod haec dictio ‘velociter’ potest com- 
poni cum hac dictione ‘currens’ vel cum hac dictione 
‘movetur,’ sed ex hoc quod haec dictio ‘movetur’ potest 
componi cum hac dictione ‘velociter’ vel dividi ab ea, quia 
tunc nulla alia copulatur immediate. Et isto modo aliquis 
idem sensus est compositus et divisus; si aliter, erit com- 
positus et non divisus. Compositum enim et divisum in 
illa significatione, in qua accipiuntur, quando attribu- 
untur fallaciae compositionis et divisionis non sunt oppo- 
sita, licet connotent diversa, sed possunt competere eidem. 
Secundus modus principalis compositionis et divisionis 
est, quando non ex sola punctuatione retentis omnino eis- 
dem dictionibus nulla alia addita potest faciliter rudibus 
clare et aperte patere diversitas sensuum, sed quando in 
clara et aperta expressione sensuum interdum aliquibus 
dictionibus additis vel aliqua eadem aut aliquibus eisdem 
replicata vel repetita eadem dictio componitur cum una 
vel pluribus, vel in uno sensu non in alio. Sicut ista: 
Quinque sunt duo et tria, vel non habet vel non patet 
rudibus habere diversos sensus ex hoc quod istae dictiones 
retento eodem ordine nulla addita vel subtracta possunt 
diversimode punctuari, sed in expressione sensuum talis 
clara patet diversa compositio eiusdem dictionis cum alia 
vel aliis; nam unus sensus est . . . Here follows a discus- 
sion of this proposition and also of modal propositions . . . 
Porro, quamvis praedicto modo possit fallacia compo- 
sitionis distingui a fallacia divisionis et utriusque possint 
assignari duo modi principales, quorum sensus dividitur 
in duos, ut unus dicatur, quando oratio composita est ca- 
tegorica, et divisa hypothetica, alius quando utraque est 
categorica, sicut in propositionibus in quibus ponitur dic- 
tum propositionis cum modo, tamen, sicut tactum est 
prius, de hoc minimum est disputandum et contendendum; 
est magis curiosum quam utile pro aliis sceintiis, sicut et 
curiosum est nimis investigare, an propositiones, quae 
secundo modo distinguuntur, scilicet modales sint disting- 
uendae secundum compositionem et divisionem vel am- 
phibologiam, et si secundum utramque, an magis proprie 
secundum amphybologiam vel secundum compositionem et 
divisionem.Sufficit enim scire pro aliis scientiis, ad quas 
notitia fallaciarum sicut et aliorum logicalium ordinatur, 
quod tales orationes possunt habere tales diversos sensus. 


If we compare these texts, we find many relations between SJ, 
$2 and S3. In each text we find the admonition that it is not of 
much value to distinguish the fallacy of composition from that of 
division. None of the early or contemporary logicians have this 
as far as we were able to check. The almost identical wording of 
this warning is quite remarkable. 

Furthermore each Summa distinguishes only two principal 
modes, which is also quite characteristic, and each Summa _ puts 
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special emphasis on the difference in the punctuation, even the 
mentioning of which we could not discover in any other logic of 
the time; hence it also seems to be Ockhamistic. Finally, it 
appears to us that $2 and $3 are more closely related than SJ and 
$2. SI makes the distinction between the two principal modes of 
these fallacies under the general idea that the punctuation is the 
cause of the fallacy, the first mode being when the proposition is 
either categorical or hypothetical, the second when they are mixed 
or can be either categorical or hypothetical. $3, however, main- 
tains that only the first mode is due to a difference in the punctua- 
tion, the second principal mode refers more to the fact that the 
composition or division must be made apparent by an explanation. 
This division is in fact further expiained and clarified by $2. But 
it is in regard to this explanation that the author refers to his 
logica. Hence we are to conclude that he does not refer to SJ but 
to $3. 

There appears then a definite development from S1 over $3 to 
$2 to a more definite and clearer distinction of the two modes of 
the fallacy of composition and division. In order to show this 
development even better, we shall add now a text from the still 


unedited Expositio super libros Elenchorum, which shows the 
same peculiarities common to all the texts mentioned above (ad- 
monition not to bother too much about a distinction, and secondly 
the emphasis on punctuation). This text is definitely earlier than 
S1. We read (ms. Oxford Bodl. 558): 


Ad: Secundum compositionem autem huiusmodi ... Circa totam istam partem 
est primo notandum, quod quandocumque retentis eisdem dictionibus et eodem ordine 
dictionum propter solam diversam punctuationem causatur diversitas sensus recte 
intelligentibus, et tunc est ibi multiplicitas secundum compositionem et divisionem 
et aliter non. Et ideo quando aliqua talis oratio scribitur vel profertur et una dictio 
non plus ex modo proferendi vel scribendi conjungatur cum una dictione quam cum 
alia, tunc est multiplicitas nec habetur expresse in quo sensu scribitur vel profertur. 
Unde si sic scribatur ista oratio: Quicumque vivit semper est, non habetur . . . 

Secundo notandum, que? diversi sunt modi distinguendi compositionem et divi- 
sionem... 

Aliter potest dici, quod tunc est fallacia compositionis, quando in utroque sensu 
propositio est categorica vel utraque hypothetica; et tunc est fallacia in divisione, 
quando in uno sensu est propositio categorica et in alio hypothetica. Et hoc videtur 
innuere littera Aristotelis, quia sic est in exemplis positis ab Aristotele. Et tunc illa 
littera: Ego posui te . . . debet legi sic ut in ea exemplificet quomodo composita et 
divisa non semper idem significant vel quod ibi ponit paralogismos compositionis. 

Sed ista difficultas non est multum utilis et magis est ad placitum hominis dicere 
quod voluerit et accipere vocabula sicut placuerit quam ex re ipsa, ideo de ipsa tran- 
seundum est. Hic tamen intelligendum est, quod ubicumque est fallacia compositionis, 
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est ibi aliquo modo fallacia divisionis et econverso. 


composita et quae divisa, non est multum curandum. 
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Quae autem oratio debeat vocari 


There can be no doubt that the Expositio is more closely related 
to $1, but it also clearly shows relations to $2 and $3. Some of the 
same characteristic peculiarities occur in all the four texts. We 
can hardly believe that this can be explained by chance. 

The quotation of fol. 182vb concerns the fallacia accidentis. 
Here again we will compare the pertinent texts of the three 


Summae. 


SI (fol. 104ra) 


Secundus modus _princi- 
palis fallaciae accidentis est, 
quando aliqua coniunguntur 
per praedicationem cum ter- 
tio non variato in diversis 
propositionibus et in conclu- 
sione coniunguntur illa ea- 
dem cum illo tertio non va- 
riato. Sicut sic arguendo: 
Iste canis est tuus et iste 
canis est pater, ergo est tuus 
pater. 

Verumtamen non semper 
quando sic arguitur est fal- 
lacia accidentis. Hic enim 
nulla est fallacia accidentis: 
Iste homo est albus, iste ho- 
mo est animal ,ergo iste ho- 
mo est animal album. Et 
ideo ad cognoscendum quan- 
do in tali modo arguendi est 
fallacia accidentis et quan- 
do non, videndum est an ex 
propositione in qua ista duo 
praedicantur coniunctim de 
aliquo contingat inferre 
praedicationem unius de al- 
tero, et an talis oratio sit 
propria. Et si sic, non est ibi 
fallacia accidentis. Ut hic: 
Sortes est rationalis, Sortes 
est animal, ergo Sortes est 
animal rationale. 5 

Si autem talis oratio sit 
impropria, tunc non valet, 
sicut non sequitur: Sortes 
est homo, Sortes est animal, 
ergo Sortes est homo animal. 
Nec sequitur: Sortes est la- 
pis, Sortes est homo, ergo 


$2 (fol. 182vb) 

Secundus modus principa- 
lis fallaciae accidentis, sicut 
dictum est prius, est quando 
ex hoc quod duo extrema in 
praemissis coniunguntur per 
praedicationem affirmativam 
vel negativam cum tertio ter- 
mino non variato sophistice 
concluditur, quod ista duo 
extrema subintellecta vere 
affirmative vel negative prae- 
dicantur de eodem tertio 
termino non variato. Circa 
quam est sciendum, quod in 
tali modo arguendi (quod) 
utraque praemissa est mere 
de inesse et mere de prae- 
senti et mere categorica, aut 
non. Si sic aut utraque pro- 
positio est singularis, aut 
non. Si utraque est singu- 
laris, numquam est proprie 
fallacia accidentis, sed pote- 
rit esse aliqua alia large sal- 
tem accipiendo aliam falla- 
ciam, et hoc quia vel con- 
clusio non sequitur ex prae- 
missis propter improprieta- 
tem locutionis, quae appare- 
bit in conclusione et poterit 
ibi assignari fallacia figu- 
rae dictionis sic arguendo: 
Sories est animal, Sortes est 
homo, ergo Sortes est .homo 
animal; vel aliter accipitur 
aliquis terminus in aliqua 
praemissa et in conclusione 
et poterit ibi assignari fal- 
lacia aequivocationis saltem 
large, non sstrictissime  su- 


S3 (£. 242r) 
Secundus modus, quando 
ex hoc quod duo extrema 
coniunguntur separatim ter- 
tio sophistice concluditur, 
quod coniunctim praedican- 
tur affirmative vel negative 
de eodem tertio non variato. 
Propriissime autem iste mo- 
dus accidentis est, quando 
propositiones sunt mere de 
inesse et mere de praesenti 
et pure affirmativae vel ne- 
gativae et nulla determinatio 
vel modus ponitur in eis, et 
propositiones omnes _ sunt 
congruae, si terminus sump- 
tus sit terminus discretus; 
sed tunc poterit esse fallacia 
2equivocationis vel figurae 
dictionis. Hic enim proprie 
est fallacia aequivocationis: 
Iste canis est eius, iste ca- 
nis est pater, ergo est pater 
eius, et non est propria fal- 
lacia accidentis, quia aliter 
accipitur haec dictio “eius” 
in praemissa et in conclu- 
sione. Haec autem: Iste est 
albus, iste est animal, ergo 
iste esta animal album, ma- 
gis proprie est fallacia fi- 
gurae dictionis quam acci- 
dentis. Sed quando terminus 
sumptus est discretus, tunc 
potest esse fallacia acciden- 
tis, si propositiones aliquae 
sunt de praeterito vel de fu- 
turo vel de (modo lacuna) 
sicut in talibus: Sortes 
{uit puer, Sortes fuit sapiens, 
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Sortes est homo lapis. Simi- 
liter si ex tali praedicatione 
propria non contingat infer- 
re praedicationem unius illo- 
rum coniunctorum de reli- 
quo est ibi fallacia acciden- 
tis. Et ideo quia non sequi- 
tur: Iste canis est pater tuus, 
ergo est tunc, ista consequen- 
tia non valet: Iste canis est 
tuus, et est pater, ergo est 
pater tuus, sed fallacia ac- 
cidentis. Similiter non se- 
quitur: Iste est monachus 
albus, ergo est albus; ideo 
hic est fallacia accidentis: 
Iste est albus, iste est mona- 
chus, ergo iste est albus mo- 
nachus. Et ita de consimi- 
libus. 

Verumtamen sciendum est, 
quod semper in tali argu- 
mento est fallacia figurae 
dictionis. Et ita semper in 
tali modo arguendi concur- 
runt fallacia accidentis et 
fallacia figurae dictionis; 
tamen quando quis credit, 
quod sequitur conclusio pro- 
pter hoc quod illa coniunge- 
bantur eidem termino in 
praemissis decipitur per fal- 
laciam accidentis. Si autem 
credat huiusmodi conclusio- 
nem sequi propter similitu- 
dinem illarum dictionum ad 
alias dictiones in quibus 
scit tenere talem modum ar- 
guendi, decipitur per falla- 
ciam figurae dictionis. Et in 
illo casu potest assignari ali- 
qua multiplicitas in fallacia 
figurae dictionis propter hoc 
quod unus terminus aliter 
accipitur in propositione una 
et in alia, quia tamen nulla 
oratio una esta multiplex, 
ideo ibi non est aequivocatio 
nec amphibologia nec com- 
positio nec divisio nec accen- 
tus. Unde sciendum est quod 
si semper quaelibet dictio in 
tali modo arguendi uniformi- 
ter accipiatur non committe- 
retur aliqua fallacia dicta- 


mendo fallaciam aequivoca- 
tionis, quando scilicet est 
fallacia aequivocationis prop- 
ter hoc, quod aliqua propo- 
sitio est distinguenda penes 
aliquem modum fallaciae 
aequivocationis, sicut dixi in 
logica tractando de isto mo- 
do fallaciae accidentis. Large 
autem accipiendo fallaciam 
accidentis vel  similitudine 
potest dici in tali modo ar- 
guendi esse fallacia acciden- 
tis, propte quod sic arguen- 
do: Iste canis est tuus, iste 
canis est pater, ergo iste 
canis est pater tuus, non est 
proprie fallacia accidentis, 
sed magis fallacia aequivo- 
cationis, licet non strictissi- 
me; in quo modo arguendi 
potest etiam assignari falla- 
cia figurae dictionis. Si vero 
in tali modo arguendi (in) 
aliqua praemissarum sit 
terminus communis poterit 
ibi esse proprie fallacia ac- 
cidentis. Unde haec est pro- 
prie, quamvis non propriis- 
sime, fallacia accidentis: 
Animal est album, animal 
est homo, ergo animal est 
homo albus. 

Si autem propositiones 
sint de praeterito vel de fu- 
turo vel de modo, poterit es- 
se fallacia accidentis sive 
tertius terminus sit commu- 
nis sive discretus seu singu- 
laris. Unde hic est fallacia 
accidentis: Sortes fuit albus, 
Sortes fuit puer, ergo Sortes 
fuit puer albus, quia si Sor- 
tes fuit albus in senectute 
non in iuventute, praemis- 
sae sunt verae et conclusio 
falsa. Hic etiam est fallacia 
accidentis: Sortes fuit in- 
fans, Sortes fuit sapiens, er- 
go Sortes fuit infans sapiens. 
(there follow discussions of 
similar fallacies). 
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ergo Sortes fuit sapiens 
puer. Sortes est senex, Sor- 
tes erit robustus, ergo erit 
robustus senex. Sortes dubi- 
tatur decrepitus esse, Sortes 
dubitatur esse sanus, ergo 
Sortes dubitatur esse decre- 
pitus sansus. 

Quando autem terminus 
tertius est terminus commu- 
nis etiam in propositionibus 
mere de praesenti et de 
inesse, fallacia nonnumquam 
fit accidentis, sic arguendo: 
Aliquod animal est corvus, 
aliquod album est animal, 
ergo aliquod animal est cor- 
vus albus. Quando autem 
in tali modo arguendi est 
fallacia accidentis et quando 
non, semper vel frequenter 
potest sciri per hanc regu- 
lam: quando ex huiusmodi 
praemissis in quibus praedi- 
catur aliqua divisim, si de- 
terminatio potest syllogistice 
inferre unum istorum de re- 
liquo tunc potest illa deter- 
minatio inferri coniunctim, 
nisi aequivocatio vel incon- 
gruitas locutionis impediat, 
et ideo hic non est fallacia 
accidentis: Omne animal est 
corvus, aliquod animal est 
album, ergo aliquod animal 
est albus corvus, quia ex 
praemissis infertur discursus 
iste: Aliquod album est cor- 
vus, quae infertur ex prae- 
missis secundum discursum. 
Quando autem ex praemis- 
sis huiusmodi infertur, ubi 
praedicatur unum istorum 
dictorum de reliquo, scitur 
quae de syllogismis tradi de- 
bent. Et ita potest cognosci 
iste modus fallaciae acciden- 
tis. 


Responsio autem generalis ad omnia talia sophismata 


debet esse ista: 


Aliqua interdum possunt praedicari divi- 


sim de aliquibus non variato (termino), quamvis (enim) 
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cum, immo si servaretur for- non praedicentur coniunctim de eo. Sed praeter istam ge- 
ma syllogistica non ponendo neralem responsionem oportet assignare regulas speciales, 
medium terminum in con- quare in diversis casibus non sit necesse . . . there follow 
clusione non esset ibi falla- two rules and long discussions about similar fallacies. 
cia accidentis. Sicut hic non 

est fallacia: Iste canis est tu- 

us, iste canis est pater, igitur 

aliquis pater est tuus. Simi- 

liter nec hic: Iste est albus, 

iste est monachus, ergo ali- 

quis monachus est albus. 

Sed in tali modo arguendi 

aliqua dictio accipitur diver- 

simode in diversis proposi- 

tionibus. Unde in ista: Iste 

canis est tuus, li tuus signi- 

ficat possessionem; in ista 

autem: Iste canis est tuus 

pater, li tuus non significat 

possessionem sed significat 

patrem istius hominis; prop- 

ter quod aliter accipitur in 

una propositione quam in 

alia; nulla tamen oratio est 

multiplex. 


The same relation as in the preceding texts prevails in the 


present texts. It is apparent that S2 is closer related to $3 than to 
S1. It also seems clear that the reference in $2 to the logica can 
be verified only in $3, because $3 assumes that there is in a certain 
case a fallacia aequivocationis, and S2 has to mitigate that statement 
which appears too strong to the author. For the rest we abstain 
from a detailed discussion, since we have adduced the texts only 
as documentary proofs so that the reader can form his own mind. 

It is furthermore interesting that the treatment of the Fallacia 
accidentis in the Expositio super libros Elenchorum seems to rep- 
resent the earliest stage. In order to prove it, we shall add a few 
excerpts from this earlier work. 

Expos. sup. 1. Elench. 

Dicto aliqualiter de duobus primis modis fallaciae accidentis quamvis multa in 
particulari sint omissa . . . dicendum est aliquod de tertio modo, qui est quando ex 
hoc quod aliqua coniunguntur cum aliquo tertio non variato infertur illa coniungi 
simul respectu eiusdem. tertii non variati. Et penes istum modum peccant tres ultimi 
paralogismi positi hic a Philosopho. Et distinguitur iste modus a primis duobus, quia 
in primis accipitur aliquis terminus in praemissis qui non accipitur in conclusione, 
in isto autem modo quilibet terminus qui accipitur in praemissis accipitur in con- 
clusione, sicut patet in isto paralogismo: Iste canis est pater, iste canis est tuus, igitur 
iste canis est tuus pater. Et ideo in isto modo non est proprie medium, quia medium 
non ingreditur conclusionem, et ideo iste modus non est ex variatione medii, quia non 
habet proprie medium. Tamen quia illud quod est loco medii scilicet ponitur in 
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utraque praemissa in nullo variatur sicut patet intuenti, quia nec secundum se nec 
secundum suum significatum nec secundum suppositionem nec quocumque modo aliter 
quam im optimo syllogismo. 

. . . Hic tamen intelligendum quod numquam hoc contingit nisi quando alterum 
illorum aliter significat quando accipitur divisim et quando accipitur coniuntim, sicut 
hic: Iste canis est tuus significat possessionem; quando dicitur sic: Iste canis est 
tuus, ly tuus non significat possessionem sed aliud. Sed tunc videretur quod num- 
quam talis modus esset fallacia extra dictionem, sed semper in dictione, quia ad dic- 
tionem pertinet significare. Dicendum, quod in isto modo semper coincidunt fallacia 
accidentis et alia (aliqua?) in dictione; sed propter aliud dicitur fallacia accidentis 
et fallacia in dictione. Dicitur enim fallacia accidentis propter hoc quod ex hoc quod 
aliqua sunt unum cum tertio per praedicationem divisam non convenit inferre illa esse 
unum cum eodem tertio non variato per praedicationem coniunctam; et ex hoc scitur 
quod ex propositione in qua praedicatur coniunctim de tertio non convenit inferre 
unum praedicari de tertio, sed est ibi fallacia figurae dictionis propter variationem 
dictionis in una propositione et in alia . . . fol. 131rb s. 


The quotation of fol. 183rb concerns the fallacia consequentis. 
First we shall present 


SI (fol. 104rb) 
III, IV, c. 12 

Unde _ sciendum quod 
quandoque committitur fal- 
lacia consequentis arguendo 
enthymematice et quando- 
que arguendo ex pluribus 
propositionibus. Si autem 
est ex pluribus propositioni- 
bus, ad hoc quod sit conse- 
quens requiritur quod con- 
sequens inferat quamlibet 
propositionem positam in 
antecendente et non econ- 
verso. Et si arguatur in fi- 
gura, semper simul cum hoc 

erit fallacia accidentis. 


the pertinent texts. 


$2 (fol. 184rb) 
Secundus modus principa- 
lis istius secundi modi prin- 
cipalis est, quando illa con- 
sequentia quae est con- 
sequens et non antecedens, 
sit in aliquo argumento so- 
phistico antecedens, et illa 
quae vere est antecedens et 
non consequens sit conse- 
quens, id est quando sequi- 
tur econtra et non sic. Ista 
enim propositio: Omnis ho- 
mo currit, vere est conse- 
quens et non antecedens ad 
istam: Omne animal currit, 
et ista: Omne animal currit, 
vere est antecedens et con- 
sequens. Et ideo, si ista: 
Omne animal currit, fiat 
consequens in alia conse- 
quentia vel argumento, et 
ista: Omnis homo currit, fiat 
antecedens, committitur fal- 
lacia consequentis penes il- 
lum modum. Propter hoc 
distinguitur iste secundus 
modus a primo modo istius 
secundi principalis, quia in 
priori modo potest committi 
fallacia consequentis, quam- 
vis nulla propositio accepta 
sit consequens ad aliam, si- 
cut hic: Si homo est albus, 
asinus est albus; nullus ho- 


$3 (fol. 248r) 


Secundus modus est, quan- 
do illa propositio quae vere 
est consequens vel per ali- 
quam conditionalem expres- 
se denotatur esse conse- 
quens, ponitur loco antece- 
dentis sic: Omnis homo cur- 
rit, ergo omne animal cur- 
rit; nam sequitur econverso 
et non sic; idem enim quod 
est vere consequens, ponitur 
loco antecedentis. Si domus 
est, paries est, nulla domus 
est, ergo nulla paries est. 
Nam per istam conditiona- 
lem: Si domus est, denota- 
tur, quod ista: Nulla domus 
est, est consequens respectu 
alterius: Nulla paries est, 
per istam regulam: Si aliqua 
conditionalis est bona, op- 
positum consequentis est an- 
tecedens ad oppositum an- 
tecedentis. Et ideo quia ista: 
Nulla domus est, ponitur in 
antecedente, in  praedictis 
sophisticis, committitur fal- 
lacia consequentis, quia in 
consequentia, qua una pro- 
positio infertur ab una con- 
sequentia, ponitur loco alte- 
rius. Et ideo non sequitur 
sic, sed econverso ... 
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mo est albus, ergo nullus asi- 
nus est albus. 


Potest autem adhuc iste modus subdividi, quia aut 
antecedens est una propositio aut plures. Si plures 
(sequitur) ad hoc quod sit fallacia consequentis 
penes istum modum non sufficit, quia conclusio in- 
ferat unam tantum praemissarum et non econtra 
sed oportet quod inferat utramque praemissarum 
et non econverso. Et propter hoc non semper est 
fallacia consequentis penes hunc modum arguende 
etiam ex omnibus universalibus affirmativis in se- 
cunda figura, sed semper fit fallacia consequentis 
penes primum modum. Et sic debet intelligi quod 
dictum est de hoc in logica. Si autem antecedens 
sit una propositio et non plures, responsio generalis 
debet esse ista: sequitur econverso et non sic ..--. 


In this case the reference to the logica in S2 cannot be verified 
in $3, but it seems to be verifiable in SJ. In any case, it is rather 
vague, and for that reason we shall abstain from further comment. 


CONCLUSION 

Our study has shown that there are definite ties between the 
three Summae. They at least insinuate that they may be written 
by the same author, though, of course, they are no proofs of this 
fact. 

There remains the question, whether there are serious contra- 
dictions between the three Summae. When we first met with the 
author’s explanation of material consequence in $2 we were almost 
convinced that at least this doctrine was in disharmony with that 
in SJ. After we have given some thought and study to this point 
we came to the conclusion that there is no real contradiction on 
this point between $1, S2 and $3, but that they are in agreement. 
The less clear statement in $2 and $3 is probably due to the more 
elementary and shorter treatment of logic in these latter works. 
Though we had prepared texts to prove it, we prefer to deal with 
them in connection with another study that we have prepared on 
the problem of material implication in Ockham’s logic. There we 
hope to clarify some confusions which stem from the lack of a clear 
distinction between material and formal consequence and material 
and formal implication. 

Hence, since there is no objection from the part of inner critic- 
ism and since exterior evidence is unequivocally in favor of the 
authorship of Ockham, we are forced to add to the list of Ockham’s 
genuine works two more tracts on Logic: The Elementarium or 
Tractatus logicae medius and the Tractatus logicae minor. 


PuaiLotueus BoEuner, O.F.M. 
The Franciscan Institute 


St. Bonaventure, N. Y. 





THE STRUCTURE OF SOCIETY ACCORDING TO 
DUNS SCOTUS 


As more studies are made into the social background of the 
Middle Ages, we are better able to see that Scholasticism was not 
an isolated movement divorced from the other movements of the 
age. Actually it can be considered as the most complete manifes- 
tation of the general spiritual culture of the times. What the 
great cathedrals expressed in art, namely, the spirit of man orient- 
ated towards God, Scholasticism expressed in monuments of phi- 
losophy and theology. But what of the social structure of the age? 
There has not been too much about this. Much less have we 
expected to find the Scholastics writing about social theory or re- 
form. That is because we tend to think of them as specialists. 
Far from reducing science into as many specific branches as pos- 
sible, they on the contrary tried to integrate all knowledge by a 
reductio artium ad theologiam.! ‘There is an abundance of social 
thought in their writings and it is quite modern. For this reason 
there is a growing number of scholars who are in a sense deflating 
the modern ego by pointing out that in the field of philosophy and 
surprisingly so in social theory, there are few questions that were 
not asked then, and few questions that were not developed in so 
far as the times demanded.* That this is true of St. Thomas has 
become obvious in recent years. But up to now Scotus has been 
almost completely ignored in this regard.* More recent studies 
show evidence of a changing viewpoint. He too has a definite 
place in the Scholastic framework of social thought, and a more 
important one than has been suspected. 


One phase of that thought has been selected for study:* Scotus’ 
ideas concerning the various groups in the societal structure of his 
day. In order to limit this study we have omitted his ideas on the 
economic structure of society and have stressed instead its political 
and sociological aspects. Scotus is not always willing to take con- 





1 St. Bonaventure, De Reductione Artium ad Theologiam, Vol. V, Opera Omnia 
(Quaracchi, 1882-1902 pp. 319-25. 

2 Cf. J. W. Allen, “Politics,” Medieval Contributions to Modern Civilization, ed. by 
F. J. C. Hearnshaw (New York: Barnes & Noble, Inc., 1949), p. 255. 

3 Cf. e. g. F. J. C. Hearnshaw, Social and Political Ideas of Some Great Medieval 
Thinkers (London: George Harrap & Co., 1923). 

* From material presented under the same title by the writer to the faculty of the 
Graduate School of Social Science of the Catholic University of America in partial 
fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Arts. 
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ditions as they are. He therefore sets out to give the orthodox 
stand on these questions, and in doing so colors it with his own 
original thinking. 

Sociology was yet unborn as a science. Yet it is the very con- 
cept of communitas that Scotus uses in analysing the society of his 
day. The actual reason for this is that medieval society was al- 
ready organized in that way. The State itself was a federation of 
more or less autonomous groups. However, it was at this time 
(ca. 1300) that concerted efforts were being made on all sides to 
unite these groups into strong nations. France under Philip the 
Fair was a battleground of political controversy. Into the structure 
of these times also fitted the system of communes, the open field 
villages, the towns with their guilds, the monasteries and city states. 
Finally there was the spiritual consciousness of a vast community 
of the faithful united under one spiritual head. 


Scotus discussed the fundamental questions concerning these 
communities: what is the nature of the obligations between man 
and man: and in connection with that, what is the true nature of 
the political obligation? What is the purpose which justifies po- 
litical organization? What is the duty of a ruler toward the true 
religion? What is the origin and structure of the family and of 
society? How are all of these groups related to the final purpose 
of man’s life on earth? 

At first there does not seem to be much of a connection between 
his closely coordinated system of theology and his strictly social and 
political thought. Yet if one analyses these latter doctrines, one 
recognizes that the thread of his philosophical thought is woven 
into these also. One cannot help feeling that a great synthesis of 
all life would be found by going beyond the scope of this study 
and drawing out the social implications of all his thought. 

I. SOCIAL AND POLITICAL BACKGROUND 

As an introduction to any man’s social thought, a knowledge 
of his times is indispensable. Therefore we shall at least sketch 
briefly the social and political background of the life of Scotus. A 
much-traveled man, Scotus was not only well informed on the social 
conditions of his time, but became very much embroiled in its 
controversies regarding political theory. The high point and true 
heart of the Middle Ages came in his century. The great social 
unrest that had prevailed all through the century became more 
intense in the latter half of that century. Social reformers both 
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within and without the Church went about the country preach- 
ing their doctrines. We have only to mention the Cathari, Albi- 
genses, and Waldenses who flourished in the period preceding that 
of Scotus’ life, and we have a picture of the prevailing social fer- 
ment. ‘The friars, both Franciscan and Dominican, were preach- 
ing poverty and identifying themselves with the minores or im- 
poverished classes. Within the very Order to which Scotus be- 
longed there disputes were raging about poverty and the ownership 
of property. 

In the field of politics there was an intellectual revolution going 
on, most of it being centered in and around Paris. In the very 
midst of this turmoil, Scotus continued to lecture in the Univer- 
sity. ‘Thus in the social and political tracts of his Opus Oxoniense 
and Reportata Parisiensia he chooses his words very carefully as he 
sets down the principles of social and political life. In all this he 
succeeds in keeping himself in the background; neither does he 
mention anything about his adversaries. Yet let us look at his 
surroundings. The years of his stay in Paris were the most tur- 
bulent of the struggle. Pierre DuBois was loud in his proclama- 
tion of a political theory in which Scotus would have no part. 
Scotus’ first period in Paris was cut short when he refused to join 
the majority of secular and regular clergy in supporting the stand 
of Philip the Fair against Boniface VIII. Edward I, King of Eng- 
land, also took the stand against the Pope. Polemics were leveled 
at each other by the opposing sides in the form of pamphlets, 
books, and debates. Philip the Fair, as we know, was skilfully 
defended by the aforementioned Pierre DuBois (1255-1322), one 
of his energetic court lawyers. This violent outbreak of the new 
nationalism culminated in the terrible scene at Anagni where 
Boniface VIII was attacked and imprisoned by Nogaret. Only three 
years before, the great Jubilee celebration of 1300 had seen the 
Papacy at the height of its splendor. Behind all this were the 
ideas that were being so hotly controverted at the University of 
Paris. The theories of Scotus on these points will be discussed 
further on; it suffices to say here that when the crisis came in 1303 
he had to take concrete action and leave Paris out of loyalty to the 
Pope. 

Therefore, these were years of social and intellectual ferment. 
All the problems of our modern times were being fought out; the 
foundations of our entire modern world were being laid, polit- 
ically, economically, and socially. Scotus touches upon all of these 
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problems. In his political theories he had kept clear of the exag- 
gerated claims of the nationalistic DuBois and Marsilio of Padua 
(1270-1342), and yet found a foundation for the state in nature. 
Marsilio himself was in Paris during these years. In 1303 he was 
present at the trial of Pope Boniface VIII. In 1312 he became 
rector of the University of Paris. Scotus avoided the errors of 
these men. On the other hand, he also avoided the exaggerated 
claims of the papalists like Augustinus Triumphus (1243-1328) 
who gave the Pope direct authority over all earthly states, their 
kings ruling only by his permission. 

Up to this period there had really been no such thing as a 
national state of the modern type in Western Europe.* But now 
the French kings had built up an old feudal structure into a sover- 
eign state. DuBois propounded a theory of an absolutist state 
with the origin of authority approaching the theory of the divine 
right of kings.® Scotus, on the other hand, found a basis for the 
state in the social nature of man by describing the special need for 
it after the fall. 

We must yet mention one more contemporary and fellow pro- 
fessor of Scotus. This man was John of Paris, the Dominican 
whose ideas have recently been revived in the controversy regard- 
ing the relation of Church and State.7 John seems to have held 
a theory of a purely natural State in which the ruler would have no 
obligations, as a ruler, toward the supernatural teaching of Christ, 
other than those already contained in the natural law. This prob- 
lem will be discussed later when we talk about the teaching of 
Scotus on the duties of rulers and the implications of his teaching 
on the primacy and kingship of Christ. Here we must point out 
that John of Paris had, like most of the others, taken the side of 
the king. We further know that Scotus and John of Paris were 
at the University at the same time. ® 





4 Cf. e. g. C. R. S. Harris, Duns Scotus (Oxford: At the Clarendon Press, 1927), 
Il, 345-57; Bede Jarrett, O.P., Social Theories of the Middle Ages (Westminster: New- 
man Bookshop, 1942), p. 124. 

5 Cf. Floyd N. House, Development of Sociology (1st ed.; New York: McGraw- 
Hill Book Company, 1936), p. 32. 

6 Cf. H. Rommen, The State in Catholic Thought (St. Louis: Herder Book Co., 
1945), p. 137. 

7 Cf. Francis J. Connell, C.SS.R., “Christ the King of Civil Rulers,” American 
Ecclesiastical Review, CXIX (July-December, 1948) 244-53. 

8 Cf. R. Scholz, “John Quidort of Paris,” Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, 
VIII, 407: “John of Paris became a licentiate at the university late in life,” i. e., some 
years before his death which occurred in 1306. Scotus was back in Paris by 1304. 
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The relation between Scotus’ philosophic and socio-political 
doctrines will not be developed here since that is not within the 
scope of this paper. Here and there, however, there is clear evi- 
dence of a relation between principle and teaching in the com- 
ments that Scotus makes on the various groups or communities 
in the society of his day. This will be pointed out as the occasion 
presents itself. “The empiric strain of the Oxford school is in itself 
of great interest to social science and may also be an important 
reason for the peculiar modernity of Scotistic doctrines. 9 Another 
important principle that must have influenced his social thought 
was the idea of stressing the role of the will and hence of the indi- 
vidual. Finally, neither can one neglect to look for the influence 
of the Franciscan way of life which Scotus had elected for himself. 
In this system the common man was the special object of the apos- 
tolate. Rommen himself will point out later on in these pages, 
how a fuller appreciation of the personal element in political phi- 
losophy was brought about by the emphasis of Scotus and the Fran- 
ciscan school on the free will and on the individual. 


Il. THE POLITICAL COMMUNITY 

1. The Idea of “Communitas.” Sociologically, in the latter 
half of the thirteenth century the picture is that of a stratified 
society unlike anything we know today. The groups or com- 
munitates in that structure are quite autonomous, the stratification 
being rather found within each group. Thus Scotus sometimes 
speaks of a communitas and refers to a city. By this he means a 
small political community, or even the city state, sufficient unto 
itself, and bound by the ties of location, kinship, economics, and 
one spiritual culture. Or he speaks of a communitas and does not 
limit it to any particular place or size. He usually calls this a 
respublica and sometimes a regnum.!° In this sense it would cor- 
respond to what we now mean by “the State,” although in his day 
it was a more loosely organized federation of communities. !! How- 





9 Cf. Harris, “John Duns Scotus,” Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, V, 282. 

10 E. g., Opus Oxoniense IV, d. 3, q. 4, n. 19, XVI, 370. 

11 Cf. a similar discussion concerning Marsilio of Padua in J. W. Allen, “Marsilio 
of Padua.” The Social and Political Ideas of Some Great Medieval Thinkers, ed. by 
F. J. C. Hearnshaw (London: George Harrap & Co., 1923), p. 175: “The authors of 
the Defensor habitually use the word regnum. What does this word mean? ... Can 
we translate regnum simply by our phrase ‘the State’? That I think is the best we can 
do ... Why do the authors use regnum rather than respublica? (Scotus uses res- 
publica most often in this connection) ... Did the authors already see Christendom 
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ever, at this time the state was gaining power and prestige by leaps 
and bounds. Scotus certainly recognized this, for he was right in 
the midst of a quarrel between the Pope and the various nations 
such as France and England which were opposing him in a spirit 
of rank nationalism. 

The state then, was a communitas communitatum. It embraced 
the city states, the open field villages, the various great monasteries, 
and the farming communities of the feudal system. In the cities 
there were the guilds around which the economic, political, and 
spiritual life of the worker revolted. A central church spire dom- 
inated the environment of every one of these communities. 

Finally, Scotus speaks of a communitas and this time refers to 
the entire community of nations bound under the aspect of the 
universitas fidelium. ‘The cohesiveness of everyone of these com- 
munities was such that anyone outside of the group spiritually, 
economically (usurers), or culturally was treated with even harsh- 
ness at times. Under every aspect, the community is one. Scotus 
likens the unity of these groups to that of the Mystical Body of 
Christ. 

The great questions of the day, however, were about the nature, 
power, and authority of the state. It was at this time that the con- 
flict came out into the open in the struggle between Pope and 
King. The rulers of the new nations were jealous of their grow- 
ing power. Pamphleteers and lawyers like DuBois were trying to 
bring the Church under the control of the King. Indeed, national- 
ism seemed even to invade the Church, for it was at this time (1305) 
that the Pope moved his residence to Avignon. On the other 
hand, the Church was still strong and powerful. Great Popes like 
Innocent III, Boniface VIII, and later John XXII, put forth the 
claims of the papacy in their strongest form. _ 

There is nothing in the writings of Scotus about any particular 
quarrel in politics; in fact, there is very little of himself in his 
works at all. He keeps himself impersonal and sets forth his ideas 
in a clear and scientific form. With a few brief strokes he de- 
lineates his theory of the state, its functions and authority, and 
leaves one wishing he had spent more time on it. He refers to the 
‘various functions of the state in regard to money, expropriation 
of property, capital punishment, economic legislation, religion, etc. 





as a system of rightfully independent states? . . . Such a conception . . . had been 
already expressed by John of Paris... All one can say is that they use the word 
regnum to connote something in their minds which answered more nearly to our phrase 
‘the State’ than anything else.” Used by permission of Barnes & Noble Inc., N. Y. 
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His political thought will first be dealt with here, and then it will 
be compared with the teaching of the other Scholastics. Finally, 
a note will be added on the influence of that thought on modern 
science. 

2. Origin of Authority. Scotus introduces the question first 
by establishing that by the law of nature, all things are common; 
neither natural nor divine law as such determines the division of 
property. ‘Therefore, it is more reasonable to say that some posi- 
tive law is responsible for private property. But whence did this 
positive law arise? 

The authority of making laws requires in a person, the legis- 
lator, two things: prudence and authority: 

Prudence (is necessary) in order that he may direct what is to be done for the 
community according to right and practical reason; authority (is necessary) because 
law is said to come from one who binds, for not every decree (sententia) of a prudent 
men binds the community or the individual when there is no one presiding. 12 

In another place he adds the word “wisdom” to the necessary 
qualities of a legislator. '* ‘The next observation leads him to the 
question of the origin of this authority: “It is clear . . . that after 
the fall, men could have wisdom and prudence to make laws wisely 
and justly. But whence did they have this authority? !* 

He now divides authority into two kinds: paternal and political. 
The former alone is from the law of nature. This is to be found 
in the family alone, and hence will be treated in a separate section. 
While the paternal authority is exercised over the members of the 
family, the political is had over those who are not related, and is 


had by the common consent and election of the people: 

The paternal (authority) is justified by the law of nature... The political, which 
is over outsiders, whether it reside in one person or in a community, can be justified 
from the common consent and election of that community. The former is concerned 
with natural descent, although they are not living together, and the second is con- 
cerned with those living together even though not joined by blood or propinquity. 15 

Thus is stated clearly and briefly a definite theory of popular 
sovereignty. It will be compared later in this section with the 
similar theory of St. Thomas and Suarez. 





12 Scotus, Opus Oxoniense IV, d. 15, q. 2, n. 6, XVIII, 265: “Prudentiam, ut 
secundum rectam rationem practicam dictet quid faciendum pro communitate; aucto- 
ritatem, quia dicitur lex a ligando, sed non quaecumque sententia prudentis ligat 
communitatem, nec aliquem, si nulli praesideat.” 

13 Scotus, Reportata Parisiensia IV, d. 15, q. 2, n. 9, XXIV, 234. 

14 Ibid. 

15 Opus Oxoniense, loc. cit., p. 266: “Paterna, justa est ex lege naturae;... 
auctoritas vero politica quae est supra extraneos sive in una persona resideat, sive in 
communitate, potest esse justa ex communi consensu et electione communitatis. Et 
prima auctoritas respicit descensum naturalem, quanquam non cohabitantes civiliter; 
secunda respicit cohabitantes, quantumcumque nulla consanguinitate conjunctos.” 
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Scotus then goes on to clarify it still more by giving examples. 
Thus, this authority could have arisen in this way: 
Thus (it would happen), if in order to build a city or to live in it, there would 


come together some outsiders, who, seeing that they could not be governed well with- 
out some authority, would agree among themselves that the community be given to 


the rule of one person or a community. 16 

In another place he very interestingly relates it as an historical 
incident, when he says that at first there were many strange and 
diverse peoples gathered together, none of which was obliged to 
obey the other because no one had authority over the other. Then 
from the mutual consent of all, and to promote a peaceful living, 
they could elect one of themselves for a ruler. 17 

Furthermore, they could determine the form of government and 
limitation of authority. They could place that authority in one 
person; he could be elected for himself, or for his posterity; or, 
authority could be exercised by many.'* The former points to 
the hereditary monarchy, the latter either the rule of the many, and 
thus democracy, or of the few, and thus oligarchy. He concludes 
this idea: 

And thus this political authority can be justified, since one can submit oneself 
either to one person or a community in those things which are not against the law 
of God and in which one can be directed better by him to whom one submits, than 


by himself. Therefore we have the complete explanation of how a just, positive law 


could be made since you would have one who had prudence in one of the aforesaid 
ways. 19 


Here is explained the medieval theory of the social contract or 
pact made between people and ruler. Authority ultimately came 
from God. No Scholastic questioned that. But how did it come 
to the ruler? Here Scotus departs from St. Augustine who seems 
to have held that the power of princes is derived directly from 





16 Ibid.: “Utpote si ad civitatem aliquam aedificandam vel habitandam, occur- 
rerent extranei aliqui videntes se non posse bene regi sine aliqua auctoritate, poterant 
concorditer, ut vel uni personae vel communitate committerent illam communitatem.” 

17. Rep. Par., loc. cit., p. 235: “In civitate enim, vel terra, congregabantur primo 
multae gentes extraneae et diversae, quarum nulla tenebatur alteri obedire, quia nulla 
habuit auctoritatem super alium, et tunc ex mutuo consensu omnium propter pacificam 
conversationem inter se habendam, potuerunt eligere unum ex eis principem, qui in 
omnibus solum, dum ille viveret, ut subditi obedirent.” 

18 Opus Oxon., loc. cit. Cf. also Rep. Par., loc. cit. 

19 Opus Oxon., loc. cit.: “Et ista auctoritas politica, ut patet, justa est, quia juste 
potest quis se submittere uni personae vel communitati, in his quae non sunt contra 
legem Dei, in quibus melius potest dirigi per illum, cui se submittit, quam per seipsum. 
Ergo habemus complete quomodo poterat condi lex positiva justa quia ab habente 
prudentiam in se, vel in Consiliariis suis, et cum hoc habente auctoritatem justam 
aliquo dictorum modorum.” 
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God. *° Both, however, made a definite distinction between so- 
ciety and the state. It is also evident that there is little similarity 
here between the social contract of Scotus and that of Rousseau 
and Hobbes. Nothing is here more patent than that the divine 
and natural law are prior to and independent of civil society. The 
similarity is in the word “social contract” only, and in the idea of 
popular sovereignty. Scotus has also been called a “pioneer of 
modern social theory,” and, “a forerunner of Locke.” 2! There 
does seem to be a close resemblance especially since Locke is said 
to have popularized the theory of the “state of nature” in which 
man existed prior to the formation of the state. He had natural 
rights prior to this. But not until the exact content of Locke’s 
theory is established will a comparison or contrast hold.** 

Thus Scotus envisioned society as first consisting of families 
firmly knit together under the authority of the father or patriarch. 
Men as rational beings were free and equal. Eventually they 
united together to form civil society, the authority of the ruler 
arising from the consent and election of the people. This idea of 
a social contract was expressed in similar words by Pope Leo XIII: 

Diverse families, without abandoning the rights and duties of domestic society, 
unite under the inspiration of nature in order to constitute themselves as members of 
another greater family, the civic society. 23 
Heinrich Rommen comments on this: “The members constitute 
the state, they unite themselves; that means that they do so as free, 
rational beings. . .”’ #4 

This Scotistic theory, furthermore, appears to be nothing more 
than the translation theory so well-formulated in later centuries by 
Francisco Suarez and other famous late Scholastics, and which is 
held almost unanimously today, * at least in America. It holds 
that political authority, though originating from God, rests at the 
moment of formation in the body politic itself, and this by the 





20 St. Augustine, De Civitate Dei V, xix (PL 41, 166). Cf. also: Harris, Duns 
Scotus, I, 352. 

21 Cf. Harris, “John Duns Scotus,” Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, V. 282. 

22 Did Locke mean that the entrance of man into society was merely a convenience 
to avoid conflict, or that society was intrinsically demanded by man’s nature? There 
is, therefore, uncertainty about this basic problem. 

23 Pope Leo XIII, Au Milieu, in Acta Sanctae Sedis, XXIV (1892), 250: “Quand 
diverses familles, sans renoncer aux droix et aux devous de la societé domestique, 
s’unissent, sous l’inspiration de la nature, pour se constituer membres d'une autre 
famille plus vaste, appelée la societé civile . . .” 

24 H. Rommen, The State in Catholic Thought (St. Louis: Herder Book Co., 
1945), p. 237. Used by permission. 

25 Ibid., p. 447, 
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natural moral law. “Thus, it is the consent, the pactum subjec- 
tionis, the election, that is really the cause of the transfer of poli- 
tical authority from the political community to an individual or 
specified group.” 2° The wording itself is almost that of Scotus. 
Besides the notions of “consent” and “election,” we have the words 
of Scotus that: 

In the constitution of the social community I suppose to be included in this pact... 
of accepting the laws which are to be promulgated by the community itself or the 
prince. 27 

This theory of the derivation of authority from the body politic 
is often said to be more or less common among the Scholastics. 


Osgniach claims there is no unanimity of opinion: 

Some theologians claim, for instance, that Adam, as father of the human race, was 
already vested with political authority; others content that he could not have possessed 
civil authority except in virtue of a contract. Still others believe that the submission 
to power of many individuals, formerly free and independent, must have come about 
by the cunning contrivance of wealthy and influential persons. 28 


He then goes on to show how one will look in vain for the theory 
of a compact in the works of St. Thomas. Rommen, however, 
makes out a good case for a translation theory in St. Thomas, 
although he sums up the question by saying: 


Proponents of the designation theory first tried to prove that St. Thomas could 
not be considered an adherent of the translation theory. This proof has so far not 
succeeded. There is still some disagreement, although we think the arguments for 
St. Thomas’ adherence are stronger than the arguments against it. 29 


The question can be raised whether there is any connection be- 
tween the philosophy of Scotus and his social and political theories. 
If it would seem a priori to make out a case for the affirmative 
from the above quotations from Scotus, history seems to have set- 
tled the case for us. History has a way of bringing out the impli- 
cations of a theory. Thus, after discussing the pro’s and con’s as 
to whether St. Thomas taught the translation theory and what 
contribution was made by the late Scholastics, Suarez and Bellar- 


mine, Rommen concludes: 
In this discussion one thing is certainly true: that after the rise of Late Scholas- 
ticism, we find a fuller appreciation of the individuality, of the personal and historical 





26 Ibid., p. 445. 

27 Opus tong loc. cit., p. 272. 

28 «A. J. Oagniach, 0.S.B., The Christian State (Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing Co., 
1943), p. 74. Used by permission. 

29 Rommen, op. cit., pp. 459-60. Cf. also pp. 442-43 where he explains the de- 
signation theory which tells us “that political authority is transferred to its holder 
immediately from God ... The consent of the people or the election of the electorate 

. are only the condition, the naturally necessary condition of the transfer that 
proceeds immediately from God to the holder of authority.” Thus the community 
merely designates the one upon whom authority is conferred by God. There is no 
room here for a social contract. 
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element in philosophy, an appreciation already prepared for by the Franciscan school 
aes sks TA eee eee fe 


No wade, hevbine, that te political ghilecoshy bee, ows ante, oe ‘copecially 
the role of the individuality, of the will, complete the rather strictly intellectual philo- 
sophy of the Thomists, already opposed during the Middle Ages by an outspoken 
voluntarism in the philosophy of the Scotist school. 30 

3. The Nature of Political Authority. The question now arises: 
is political authority natural to man? Scotus, according to John 
Poncius and the other Scotists, was Augustinian in his thought 
regarding this question and therefore much of the following inter- 
pretation will devolve about the authentic thought of that school. 
St. Thomas, following closely the Aristotelian tradition, looked 
upon man as an ens sociale et politicum, and consequently teaches 
that authority of this kind, at least as a directive factor, was neces- 
sary even in the state of innocence. 


And there would have been this type of dominion of man over man in the state 
of innocence, on account of two reasons: first, because man is by nature a social ani- 
mal; therefore, men would have lived socially in the state of innocence. But there 


could not be a social life of many unless someone presided who would look for the 
common good. 31! 


Scotus seems to have a different approach in so far as he does 


not deal explicitly with. the question of the state of innocence. St. 
Bonaventure, St. Thomas, and some of the other Scholastics had 
gone into this question. However, from the wording of the theory 
and from his ideas and principles, we can deduce an Augustinian 
ethos. Both the Opus Oxoniense and the Reportata Parisiensia 
give substantially the same doctrine on the origin of authority. 
His treatment of authority is in answer to the question: “Since 
the first division of property was made not by natural but by posi- 
tive laws, whence the authority to make such laws?” 32. The pater- 
nal authority, as we saw before, is from the law of nature and 
continued from Adam all the way down through Moses by whom it 
was not revoked; on the contrary, it was made more firm. The poli- 
tical, since all men are equal, was derived from the common con- 
sent and election of the people when they first gathered together. 
Thus we see neither in the Opus Oxoniense nor in the Reportata 
Parisiensia, any reference to the fall. What he does attempt to say, 
is that it could arise in this way, thus giving more of a philosophical 
analysis of the origin of the society. Interestingly enough, in his 





30 Ibid., pp. 462-63. 
31 St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica I, q. 96, a. 4. 
32 Rep. Par., loc. cit., XXIV, 234. 
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Parisian lectures, he states this as an historical fact: “At first the 
many peoples were gathered together, none of which was obliged — 
to obey the other . . .” 35 

He has clearly shown, therefore, that man is a social animal, 
that he was born into paternal society and when the need for poli- 
tical authority came, he naturally gathered into civil life. He con- 
cludes this tract on authority by saying: “Therefore, every polity 
or way of living is just if it is brought about in this way or in a 
similar way.” 34 

He has preceded this tract by asking: “Therefore it is clear 
that after the fall, men could have this prudence and wisdom to 
make laws wisely and justly. But whence this authority?” > In 
regard to political society, he is therefore dealing with the proxi- 
mate cause of authority. 9® Consequently he also holds that in the 
actual state of affairs, political life is natural to man. He relates 
the story of the social contract as a natural development of man’s 
inclinations. There is no reference to the fall as a cause of poli- 
tical authority, and no reference to any disorder or conflict before 
civil society existed. His words are clear and precise. While one 
man did not have to obey the other, out of a mutual pact for a 
peaceful living together, they elected a ruler according to their 
conditions and thus we have different forms of governments. *7 

A more delicate question is this: would political society have 
existed if man had not fallen? This question is all important. St. 
Augustine and the Augustinians in general have been accused of 
considering political authority as a consequence of sin. St. 
Thomas ** and Suarez *® are usually considered as the opposite 
school through their teaching that political authority, at least as a 
directive factor, would have existed in the state of innocence. It 
is true that St. Augustine does repeat in various places that civil 





33 Ibid., p. 235. 

34 Ibid. 

35 Ibid., p. 234. 

36 Thus it is also interpreted by the Commentarius of John Poncius on this 
passage in the Opus Oxoniense IV, d. 15, q. 2, XVIII, 270. 

37 Rep. Par., loc. cit.: “Ex mutuo consensu omnium propter pacificam conver- 
sationem inter se habendam potuerunt eligere unum ex eis principem . . . secundum 
conditiones quas vellent, sic vel sic ut diversi modo tenent principatum, quia quidam 
tantum ad vitam, quidam per successionem.” 

38 Summa Theol., I, q. 96, a. 4. 

39 F. Suarez, De Legibus ac Deo Legislatore, Lib. MII, cap. 2, Obj. 3, Summa 
Theologiae -(Paris, 1858), I, 634. Cf. also De Opere Sex Dierum, Lib. V, cap. 7, ibid., 
I, 469. 
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authority is a consequence of the fall.*° But already Suarez in- 
terpreted him as referring only to the power of coercion, not to the 
directive power. *! This is also the way in which Rommen and 
the prevailing opinions on this interpret him today. 42 According 
to Osgniach, St. Augustine regards the State ‘‘as an exigence of 
human nature, having its foundation in the family.” St. Aug- 
ustine, in the controverted passage, has been pointing out how it 
is on the occasion of wars and conflicts that people are brought 
into servitude and thus many states have arisen and originated in 
connection with sin; or, referring to Noah when he put his son as 
a servant to his brothers, Augustine remarks: “Nomen istud culpa 
meruit, non natura.” 4 

St. Bonaventure is commonly considered an outstanding ex- 
ponent of Augustinianism. Yet in his text he clearly distinguishes 
between the “power of precedence which is an excellence of power 

. . and a power of domination . . . which is a power of coercing 
subjects.” * The former would have existed even though man 
had not fallen. St. Bonaventure gives as an example the power 
that a father would have had over his children or his wife. Yet 
his definition is much wider than that for it is an excellence of 
power. The second, the power of coercing, would have existed 
only in the case of fallen nature; it is there because of punishment 
for sin, not from nature as such. It is therefore not correct to say 
that the Augustinians consider authority as a result of sin. * 

In regard to the position of Scotus on society before the fall, 
perhaps light can be thrown upon it by paralleling the words and 
ideas that he uses, with those of Suarez. As was recalled previ- 
ously, Scotus seems to refer only to the way in which political auth- 
ority could have arisen from the consent and election of the people 
and how they could have elected one or many to rule the com- 
munity. Suarez not only holds the same theory, but goes on to 
elaborate on what would have taken place if man had not fallen: 





40 De Civitate Dei, XTX, 15. Cf. also Rommen, op. cit., p. 229: “St. Augustine 
himself seems clearly to contend that the state would have evolved even in the status 
naturae integrae or purae.” 

41 Suarez, op. cit. : 

42 Rommen, op. cit., p. 229. Cf. also Felix Alluntis, O.F.M., The Problem of 
Expropriation (Washington, D. C.: The Catholic University of America Press, 1949), 
p. 85. 

43 Osgniach, op. cit., p. 30. 

44 De Civitate Dei, XIX, 15. 

45 St. Bonaventure, Liber Sententiarum, II, d. 44, a. 2, ad concl., Opera Omnia 
(Paris: Vivés, 1864-71), III, 650. : 

46 Ibid. Cf. also Alluntis, op. cit., p. 86. Cf: also M. De Benedictis, O.F.M., 
The Social Thought of St. Bonaventure (Washington, D. C.: The Catholic University 
of: America Press, 1946), pp. 184ff. 

. 
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Political power differs from the domestic since the latter follows from nature as 
one of its properties, without the consent or election of anyone; but the former arises 
from the consent and election of the community, at least of the principal part. There- 
fore, if Adam had not sinned, and his posterity had been enough to constitute a city 
or kingdom, then, in order that he could rule them as a king with positive jurisdiction, 
he would have to have their consent or be elected by them; this could, in fact, have 
been done through their interpretative will, rather than through formal consent. 47 


Therefore, Suarez holds that the same method which was neces- 
sary after the fall for the proximate origin of political authority, 
was also necessary before the fall. Hence, there is nothing in Scotus’ 
explanation that prevents it from being applied also to the state 
of innocence. The following comparison brings out the similarity 
of doctrine expressed almost word for word: 


Scotus 

De lege naturae omnes nascuntur li- 
beri. 48 ; 

... gentes ... quarum nulla teneba- 
tur alteri obedire, quia nullus habuit auc- 
toritatem super alium . . . 50 

Auctoritas . . . paterna justa est ex 
lege naturae .. . 52 

Politica . . . potest esse justa ex com- 
muni consensu et electione ipsius com- 


Suarez 
Homo natura sua liber est. 49 


Nullus nascendo habet ex sua natura 
jurisdictionem politicam in alium...51 


Potestas . . . oeconomica . . . profluit 
a natura tamquam proprietas. 53 

Illa (politica) provenit a consensu aut 
electione communitatis, saltem praecipue 


munitatis . . . 54 illius partis. 55 


From all this we can infer that according to Scotus the same 
distinction can be made between the directive and coercive author- 
ity, only the latter being due to sin and arising from the fall. As 
a matter of fact, it will be recalled that the two qualities required 
by Scotus in a legislator, are prudence and authority. Prudence 
is the regula directiva or recta ratio practica dictans quid facien- 


dum pro communitate, while authority is a lex a ligando. So he 
too seems to make the distinction between a directive and binding 
power, although as was noted, he merely brings up the question in 
reference to man after the fall: 

But whence do positive laws have authority to divide up property after the fall.. .? 


It is evident that after the fall, men could have wisdom and prudence to wisely and 
justly make laws, 56 . 





47 Suarez, De Opere Sex Dierum, Lib. V, cap. 7, n. 3, I, 469. 

48 Opus Oxon., IV, d. 36, q. 1, n. 2, XIX, 466a. 

49 De Legibus ac Deo Legislatore, Lib II, capp. 1-2, I, 634. He states this as 
part of an objection to his theory, but agrees with this part of it. 

50 Rep. Par., IV, d. 15, q. 4, n. 11, XXIV, 235. 

51 Op. cit. 54 Opus Oxon., loc. cit. 

52 Opus Oxon., IV, d. 15, q. 2, n. 7, XVIIT, 266.55 De opere Sex Dierum, loc. cit. 

53 De Opere Sex Dierum, loc. cit. 56 Rep. Par., loc. cit., XXIV, 234. 
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One more problem must be faced. Some prominent Scotists of 
the Golden Age of Scotism in the seventeenth century maintain 
that in the state of innocence there would not have been a political 
state — and thus interpret Scotus. In the Commentarius itself, 
written in 1661 and appended to the text of the present Vivés edi- 
tion of the Opus Oxoniense, John Poncius says: 


Many moderns even teach with St. Thomas that this power of domination would 
have existed in the state of innocence. The Doctor (Scotus) seems to suppose the 
contrary opinion in this conclusion since he only acknowledges the paternal power to 
be from the law of nature simply; the civil power originated from the law of na- 
tions ... (n. 23). 

That the dominative power would not have existed in the state of innocence, is the 
opinion of St. Augustine in De Civitate Dei, XIX, c. 14-15. 

In that state there could not have been sadness but only interior and exterior 
peace ... In that state there is no necessity of talking of authority other than that 
of the parents because they . . . could give whatsoever direction was necessary... In 
such a perfect society . . . love of neighbor was carried out in the highest degree... 
(n. 25). 

Some object that the authority of rulers is of the law of nature and so in the state 
of innocence it would have existed in its directive function. It can be answered... 
that the authority of rulers is that of perfect subjection . . . and servitude... The 
authority of direction, moreover, . . . presupposes a weakness and defectiveness in the 
will and intellect which would not have existed in that state ... (n. 28). 

We answer secondly, that the political jurisdiction of rulers and other magistrates 
is of the law of nature just as private property is, considering the present state of 


nature after sin... and this is for peace in society which cannot be attained in any 
other way ... (n. 29). 57 


Thus, although it was noted that Scotus does not mention any- 
thing about the state of political authority before the fall, John 
Poncius interprets him in the light of his own reasoning and the 
authority of St. Augustine. But as we have seen, the current in- 
terpretation of Augustine does not agree with that of John Poncius. 
Suarez noted this fifty years before Poncius, but of course, it was a 
matter of disputed interpretation. Perhaps this is to what Poncius 
referred when he added this final paragraph: 

Whoever wishes to interpret the Doctor in another way and thus avoid controversy, 
can say that he is treating here of political power as it is in the present state, which 


according to all, did not exist in the state of innocence, and thus the Fathers inter- 


preted it: but the former opinion seems more conformed to the thought of the Doctor 
and the Fathers. 58 


Thus he gives leeway to the interpretation which has been fol- 
lowed in this paper. Frassen, who wrote his work some fifteen 





57 Commentarius in Lib. Sent. IV, d. 15, q. 2, XVIII, 267-69. The numbers in 
the brackets refer to the paragraph numbers on pages 267-69. 
58 Ibid., n. 30, XVIII, 270. 
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years after Poncius, says outright that there would have been civil 
power in the state of innocence. 9 

Among the moderns who interpret Scotus in the light of Pon- 
cius’ opinion is C.R.S. Harris. ® Another is Diomede Scaramuzzi, 
O.F.M., but he too sees St. Augustine in Scotus and is therefore 
subject to the same criticism, namely, that St. Augustine is under- 
stood by many in a different sense.®! Harris gives no reason for 
his interpretation. He is probably here following the Commen- 
tarius of John Poncius. 

Neither can we omit from any commentary on Scotus a refer- 
ence to such other eminent Scotists as Jerome Montefortino (1662- 
1738). He also treats of this question in his Summa Theologica 
J. Duns Scoti. He wrote this work in 1728 and he simply says: 


In the state of innocence there would not have been a political authority... In 
the state of innocence there was no violence to be controlled or injury to be vindicated 
or any cause of supplying the various needs. All things would have been in common and 
nothing would have been wanting for the sustenance of life; therefore, neither was 
there any necessity of power or political authority or ruling or governing men... 
Therefore, beyond the paternal authority . . . no other is to be added. 62 

He is apparently purporting to give the thought of Scotus in 
this question since he refers to the passages that are being studied 
here. He refers to the other opinion, namely, that there would 
have been some central authority directing the common group 
since man is a social animal; furthermore, someone must preside 
over the many since they must act as one. He elaborates on this 
still further and treats it with respect. Yet he concludes with the 
above quotation. 

Neither is it right to omit in this connection the name and 
authority of Mastrius (1601-1673) who is certainly one of the great- 
est of the Scotists. In 1655 he wrote the Disputationes Theologi- 
cae in Quattuor Libros Sententiarum, and in 1671, the Theologia 
Moralis ad Mentem DD. Seraphici et Scoti. It is the third edition 
of the latter published in 1688 that will be used here. He dis- 
courses about the origin and nature of political authority as it is 
here and now, according to the mind of Scotus and hence does not 
take up the question about what function it would have in the state 





59 Claudius Frassen, 0.F.M., Scotus Academicus (9th ed.; Romae: Ex Typogra: 
phia Sallustiana, 1901), V, 256. 


60 Harris, Duns Scotus, Il, 347-48. 


61 Diomede Scaramuzzi, O.F.M., Duns Scoto Summula (Edizioni Testi Christiani: 
Firenze, 1932), p. 270. 

62 Hieronymus de Montefortino, O.F.M., Joannis Duns Scoti Summa Theologica 
(Romae: Ex Typographia Sallustiana, 1901), III, 874. 
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of innocence. But he does enlighten us further on the relation 
of civil authority to the natural law and to the Jus Gentium, which 
is, of course, a crucial point. Principles derived from the natural 
law by all peoples give rise to the Jus Gentium. The civil law is 
further removed from the principles of natural law and concerns 
those things which are not easily arrived at by deduction: ‘“Theo- 
logians teach, with St. Thomas and Scotus, that every human law 
must be derived from the natural law . . . either as conclusions 
agreeing with the law of nature, or at least not contradicting it... 
Hence human law is divided into the Jus Gentium and the Jus 
Civile.” 8 

He then, in a very interesting passage, explains the doctrine of 
Scotus and how political authority arises from the consent and 
election of the people, who then transfer (sic) it to the ruler: 


We have said above . . . that this power of its very nature is in the community 


itself, or in him, in whom they shall have transferred it, as St. Thomas and Scotus 
teach... 


The power of making laws in the Church is immediately from God. This is dis- 
tinguished from the temporal power of secular rulers which is immediately given to 


them by their subjects by right of legitimate election to office . . . according to Scotus, 
d. 15, q. 2, a. 1, concl. 5, 64 

Thus Mastrius echoes the thought of Scotus very closely and 
goes on to safeguard political authority in the present state as based 
on the social nature of man. 

Finally, the case is presented from the viewpoint of Claude Fras- 
sen (1620-1711), not only because he too is one of the famous Scot- 
ists of this period, but because he wrote about sixteen years after 
John Poncius with whom he disagrees. Alexandre Bertoni says 
that Frassen’s works are to be recommended “for the clarity of their 
exposition and the surety of their doctrine.” ® Frassen provides 
a good subject for the termination of this subject since he clearly 
states that there would have been civil authority even in the state 
of nature. The work in which he elaborates this is the well-known 
Scotus Academicus, of which the first edition came out between 
1672-1677 in four large volumes. The latest edition is the ninth, 
consisting of twelve volumes in 12° size. Although he is a con- 
temporary of John Poncius, he differs from him in this question. 





63 Bartholomaeus Mastrius, O.M.C., Theologia Moralis (3a ed.; Venetiis, 1688), 
Disp. II, Q. 4, art. 1, n. 80, p. 37. 

64 Ibid., nn. 82-85, pp. 37-39. 

65 Alexandre Bertoni, O.F.M., Le Bienheureux Jean Duns Scot (Levanto, 1917), 
p. 540: “Les ouvrages de Frassen se recommandent surtout par la clarté de l’exposi- 
tion et la stireté de la doctrine.” 
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He distinguishes between servile and civil domination of one man 
over another. The former is coercive and redounds to the subject, 
or rather, the common good. Servile domination would not have 
existed in the state of innocence because there would have been 
nothing of violence, coerciveness or bitterness. Civil domination 
would have existed, first of all because it satisfies a legitimate in- 
clination of the human race, since all things go smoothly when one 
obeys another rather than when each one obeys his own will. Fur- 
thermore, obedience to a common head would not be against the 
liberty of that state since there would already be the submission of 
men to paternal authority. Finally, one cannot object that sub- 
mission to a common authority should not be found in a state 
where men were most perfect and most free. There is no greater 
freedom or rectitude than that which exists among the angels, and 


yet we find among them a civil domination, for the higher ones 
command the lower. © 


4. Conclusions. In this section the attempt has been made to 
give the authentic thought of Scotus on the origin and nature of 
political authority. “The democratic nature of the social teaching 


of Scotus on this point was indicated by the fact that he places the 
proximate basis of political authority in the common consent and 
election of the people. A further analysis of the text revealed the 
striking similarity between this doctrine and the translation theory 
which Suarez was to popularize three hundred years later. 
Closely connected with the above, was the question regarding 
the existence of political authority in the state of innocence. A 
careful analysis of the text was made in Scotus, and the conclusion 
was arrived at that he did not deny at least a directive authority in 
the state of innocence. The reason for putting this in a negative 
form is that some great Scotists like John Poncius and Montefor- 
tino interpreted Scotus in such a way that even a directive political 
authority before the fall would be wanting and unnecessary due 
to the perfection of man. It is clear, furthermore, that at least 





66 Frassen, loc. cit.: “In statu innocentiae alii homines praefuissent aliis: non 
quidem dominatione servili, sed civili: quae scilicet nihil violenti, involuntarii, et 
acerbi mixtum habuisset. Probatur primo quidem, quia hoc imperium maxime confert 
ad rectam et sapientem humani generis inclinationem, rectius enim res omnes com- 
ponuntur, ubi unus alteri obtemperat, quam ubi quisque pro suo nutu et arbitratu suam 
voluntatem implet ... Deinde in statu innocentiae pater habuisset auctoritatem in 
filios ... Denique, si ... civilis dominatio innocentiae statui repugnasset, maxime 
propter hominis summam integritatem et libertatem, sed haec cum ipso imperio civili 
non pugnabat; siquidem nulla major libertas, nullaque perfectior rectitudo quam in 
beatis Angelis; at inter eos est ipsa civilis dominatio.” 
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Poncius explicitly interprets Scotus in the light of an interpreta- 
tion of St. Augustine which is not followed today. As was pointed 
out, already Suarez made the distinction between directive and 
coercive authority in the interpretation of St. Augustine. Besides 
this, Scotus does not even mention the, state of innocence in rela- 
tion to the origin of political authority. He is concerned only with 
that authority as it arose since the fall. Finally, another great 
Scotist, Frassen, says outright that there would have been at least a 
directive political authority in the state of innocence. Therefore, 
there is no other way to interpret Scotus except according to the 
common Scholastic doctrine on this point. 

A certain relationship between his philosophical and socio-po- 
litical thought was revealed when it was pointed out that the prin- 
ciples inherent in that philosophy led to a better appreciation of 
the democratic and translation theories. An examination of the 
various social and political theories at work in the vicinity of the 
University of Paris points to the fact that Scotus seems to have 
taken the middle and orthodox course. On the one hand we have 
the exaggerated claims of the nationalists, and on the other, those 
of the papalists. Without reference to any persons or opposing 
theories, and almost in passing, Scotus outlines his theory of the 
state briefly and dispassionately, and then moves on. 


(To be continued) 
Antuony Soto Q.F.M. 
San Luis Rey, Calif. 
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THE FRANCISCAN SPIRIT 
AS REVEALED IN THE LITERARY CONTRIBUTIONS 


OF FRANCIS THOMPSON 
(Continued) 


Repetition. — St. Francis has been accused of being repetitious. 
Both Jorgensen and Robinson remark that though St. Francis’ 
works contain no new message, and he has a tendency to repeat 
himself, this does not necessarily bespeak any dearth of ideas. Jor- 
gensen asserts: “It was precisely the old thoughts which Francis 
wished to inculcate, and since his letters are addressed to various 
circles, Francis had no reason to avoid repetition.” ! : 

And Robinson observes that “Francis’ simple, child-like nature 
seized upon three or four leading thoughts taken from the words 
of the Lord, which seemed to him all-sufficing.” * 

Besides the chapters in his “Rule” concerning poverty, obedi- 
ence and the reception of the Sacraments, St. Francis addressed 
letters to “All the Faithful” in which he makes like recommenda- 
tions; and he repeats the same thoughts in several of his Admoni- 
tions, namely, “On Perfect and Imperfect Obedience,” “On Pov- 
erty of Spirit,” and “Of the Body of Jesus Christ.” 3 

Nor was Francis Thompson less repetitious. Many of his prose 
works contain repetitions of the same thoughts which he has ex- 
pressed in his poetry. In his essay “Nature’s Immortality,” for 
instance, the same idea is expressed in almost the identical words 
of his poem “Nature: Laud and Plaint.” Indeed, it is possible to 
find repetition in his poetry, not only of the same thought, but 
even of the same words, at times. Does not the line “Athwart the 
yet dun firmament of prime” suggest “Athwart the sod which is 
treading for God?” 4 

All of the writings of St. Francis bear the stamp of his personality 
and reflect his spirit even more faithfully than the legends written 
down by those who knew him best. Perhaps nothing could em- 





1. Johannes Jorgensen, St. Francis of Assisi (New York: Longmans, Green & Co., 
1928), p. 267. 

2. Father Paschal Robinson, O0.F.M., The Writings of St. Francis of Assisi (Phila- 
delphia: The Dolphin Press, 1906), p. xii. 

3. Countess de la Warr, The Writings of St. Francis of Assisi (London: Burns & 
Oates, 1907), pp. 55-57, 43-50. 

4. The Works of Francis Thompson (ed. by Wilfred Meynell), (New York: 
Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1913), Vol. I, pp. 37 and 141. 
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phasize all that has been said about St. Francis and his spirit better 
than the following excerpt from a letter of his entitled “On the 
Ideal Friar Minor,” which Jorgensen includes among the writings 
of the saint. In all fairness, however, it must be stated that there 
is no mention of this letter in either Father Paschal.Robinson’s or 
the Countess de la Warr’s “Writings of St. Francis,” even among 
those works which are listed as doubtful. However, since it con- 
tains words and thoughts which might conceivably have been writ- 
ten by the Founder of the Friars Minor, it is quoted here. In this 
letter Francis employs the traits of character of his most faithful 
disciples to serve as examples: 


The perfect Friar Minor must be as true to poverty as Bernard of Quintavalle; 
simple and pure as Leo; chaste as Masseo; he must have a mind fixed on high, like 
Giles; his prayer must be like that of Rufino, who always prays, and whether he wakes 
or sleeps, his mind is with God; he must be patient as Brother Juniper, strong in soul 
and body as John de Laudibus, he must not settle in any place, for when Brother 
Lucidus had been more than a month in one place, and found that he was beginning 
to like it, then he would at once leave it, saying, “our home is in heaven.” 5 


It might be said of Francis Thompson, as was just written of St. 
Francis, that “‘all of his writings bear the stamp of his. personality 


and reflect his spirit...” Father O’Brien in an enlightening 
article writes: ““Thompson’s thought, at all times, is pre-eminently 
Catholic. In an age whose dominant note is a sort of mystic- 
materialism, his poems float across the mind of the Christian reader 
like a refreshing breeze.” ® 

Like another St. Francis, Thompson lifted his voice to beseech 
his contemporaries to seek Christ in all things: 


‘By this, O Singer, know we if thou see, 

When men shall say to thee: Lo! Christ is here, 
When men shall say to thee: Lo! Christ is there, 
Believe them yea, and this — then art thou seer, 

When all thy crying clear 

Is but: Lo here! lo there! — ah me, lo everywhere!’ 7 


Francis Thompson was not oblivious to his own talents; that he 
had no expectations of seeing them recognized during his lifetime 
appears certain, however, from the following lines, which seem to 


justify Meynell’s statement that Thompson is the laureate of his 
own verse: 





5. Jorgensen, op. cit., p. 282. 

6. Reverend Joseph L. O’Brien, “Francis Thompson, Poet and Mystic,” Catholic 
World, XCIV (August 1914) 600 - 608. 

7. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. II, p. 25, “Orient Ode.” 
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The sleep-flower sways in the wheat its head 
Heavy with dreams, as that with bread; 

The goodly grain and the sun-flushed sleeper 
The reaper reaps, and Time the reaper. 


I hand ’mid men my needless head, 

And my fruit is dreams, as theirs is bread; 
The goodly men and the sun-hazed sleeper 
Time shall reap, but after the reaper 

The world shall glean of me, me the sleeper. 


Love! J fall into the claws of Time; 

But lasts within a leaved rhyme 

All that the world of me esteems — 

My withered dreams, my withered dreams.‘ 


To again quote Meynell: “The bulk of his poetry is about his 
poetry. This is not a matter of selfishness, however, but of differ- 
ence. He has his own place in creation, and he knew it.” 9 

In the concluding lines of the “Epilogue to a Judgment in 
Heaven” Thompson writes: 


A double life the Poet lived, 

And with a double burthen grieved; 
The life of flesh and life of song, 

The pangs of both lives that belong; 
Immortal knew and mortal pain, 

Who in two worlds could lose and gain, 
And found immortal fruits must be 
Mortal throught his mortality. 

The life of flesh and the life of song 

If one life worked the other wrong, 
What expiating agony 

May for him, damned to poesy, 

Shut in that little sentence be — 
What deep austerities of strife — 

‘He lived his life.’ He lived his life! 10 


In the poem proper, the following stanzas reiterate that thought: 


Athwart the sod which is treading for God 
the Poet paced with his splendid eyes; 

Paradise-verdue he stately passes to win to the 
Father of Paradise, 

Through the conscious and palpitant grasses of 
intertangled relucent dyes. 


A Rhymer, rhyming a futile thyme, he ‘had crept 
for covey through Eden-ways 





8. Ibid., p. 6, “The Poppy.” 


9. Everard Meynell, The Life of Francis Thompson (New York: Charles Scribner’s 
Sons, 1913), p. 350. 
10. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 46. 
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Into the shade of the Poet’s glory, darkened 
under his prevalent rays, 

Fearfully hoping a distant welcome as a poor 
kinsman of his lays. 


(The Poet addresses his Maker) 

‘Thou giv’st the weed and wreath of song, the weed 
and wreath are solely Thine, 

And this dishonest vesture is the only vesture 
that is mine; 

The life I textured, Thou the song: — my handicraft 
is not divine!’ 11 


Elsewhere ‘Thompson says: 


Implacable sweet daemon, Poetry, 

What have I lost for thee! 

Whose lips too sensitively well 

Have shaped thy shrivelling oracle. 

So much as I have lost, O world, thou hast, 
And for thy plenty I am waste; 

Ah, count, O world, my cost, 

Ah, count, O world, thy gain, 

For thou hast nothing gained but I have lost! 
And ah, my loss is such, 

If thou have gained as much 

Thou hast even harvest of Egyptian years, 
And that great overflow which gives thee grain — 
The bitter Nilus of my risen tears! 12 


Thompson appears to have looked upon his vocation as poet as 
a sacred calling — a sort of anointed priesthood, wherein he worked 
for the honor and glory of God. These much-quoted words, found 
among the poet’s notes, apparently confirm this belief: “To be 
the poet of the return to Nature is somewhat; but I would be the 
poet of the return to God.” 18 

PERSONAL SANCTITY REVEALED IN THE WORDS OF BOTH MEN 

The personal sanctity of St. Francis’ life was revealed in his 
writings, every word of which breathes forth his ardent love for 
God. Certainly these fervent words from “The Canticle of the 
Furnace” testify to that great love: 

Love has set me in a furnace, He has set me in a furnace of love. 

My new Spouse, the Loving Lamb, has given me the nuptial ring; 

Then having imprisoned me, He has smitten me with a lance, He has pierced 

my heart. 


He has pierced my heart, and my body has fallen to the ground. 
The arrows sent from the bow of love have struck me in firing me. 14 





ll. Ibid., p. 140. 13. Meynell, op. cit., p. 205. 
12. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 100. 14. dela Warr, op. cit., pp. 120 - 121. 
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No less intense are the words of “The Canticle of Love” which 
prove the preoccupation of St. Francis with this all-absorbing con- 
templation of the love of God. 


Love of loves, why hast Thou so wounded me? My heart, torn from its 
dwelling, is consumed with love. It is on fire, it burns, it finds no resting place; it 
cannot flee because it is enchanted. It is consumed like wax in the fire, dying it 
lives. Its longuor is sweet, it prays for power to escape awhile and finds itself in the 
midst of a furnace. Alas! where will this terrific faintness lead me? . .. I can no 
longer behold any creature, my whole soul cries toward the Creator; neither heaven 
nor earth holds anything dear to me; all is wiped out before the love of Christ: ... 
Let no one reproach me if such a love makes me mad. There is no heart which can 
defend itself or flees from the chains of love ... Love, Love who hast so wounded 
me, I can but utter one cry: “Love!” I am united to Thee by love, love embraces 
Thee in me .. . Jesus, my hope, destroy me with love. 15 


Like St. Francis, Thompson was most personal in his sanctity. 
Since most of his poems are so subjective, it is difficult to limit the 
quotations which illustrate his sanctity. Some of his poems reveal 
this characteristic throughout, as do ““The Hound of Heaven,” 
“The Ode to the Setting Sun,” and “The Orient Ode,” all of which 
will be discussed at greater length subsequently. Several other 
poems contain passages of exceptional beauty, which reveal that 
like St. Francis, Francis Thompson was also engrossed in thoughts 
of God. Such are the following lines from “The Dread of Height:” 


That dread theology alone 

Is mine, 

Most native and my own; 

And ever with victorious toll 

When I have made 

Of the deific peaks dim ascalade, 

My soul with anguish and recoil 

Doth like a city in an earthquake rock. 


Ah, for a heart less native to high Heaven, 

A hooded eye, for jesses and restraint, 

Or for a will accipitrine to pursue! — 

The veil of tutelar flesh to simple livers given, 

Or those brave-fledging fervours of the Saint, 
Whose heavenly falcon-craft doth never taint, 

Now they in sickest time their ample virtue show. 16 


This seeking for God’s love is likewise beautifully expressed in 
“Desiderium Indesideratum:” 


O gain that lurk’st ungained in all gain! 
O love we just fall short of in all love! 





15. de la Warr, op. cit., pp. 122 - 129. 
16. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 146. 
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O height that in all heights art still above! 

O beauty that dost leave all beauty pain! 

Thou unpossessed that mak’st possession vain, 

See these strained arms which fright the simple air, 
And say what ultimate fairness holds thee, Fair! 
They girdle Heaven, and girdle Heaven in vain; 
They shut, and lo! but shut in their unrest, 
Thereat a voice in me that voiceless was: — 
‘Whom seekest thou through the unmarged arcane, 
And not discern’st to thine own bosom prest?’ 

I looked. My clasped arms athwart my breast 
Framed the august embraces of the Cross, 17 


Poverty and Pain. — References to “Lady Poverty” in the writ- 
ings of St. Francis are too numerous to quote. Chapter VIII of 
the first “Rule” states “The friar may never receive money.” !8 In 
his admonitions, St. Francis speaks of poverty of spirit; in his 
“Prayer to Obtain Poverty” St. Francis thus voices his love for 
Lady Poverty: 


O Lord Jesus, show me the way of Thy very dear poverty .. . For poverty tramples 
everything underfoot; she is therefore universal queen. But, my sweet Lord Jesus 
Christ, have pity on me and on Lady Poverty, for I am tormented for love of her, and 
I have no peace away from her. O my Lord, Thou knowest well that Thou hast made 
me in love with her, and behold, she is full of sadness, repulsed by all... Oh, who 
then would not love Lady Poverty above all things? I implore Thee to be marked 
with her seal. I desire to be enriched by such a treasure . . .19 


Although it is true that the poverty of Francis Thompson was 
more a matter of circumstance than of choice as was that of St. 
Francis, it is to be remarked that even when he might have altered 
his state, he seemed to prefer poverty to even moderate circum- 
stances. It is also true that several allusions made by Thompson 
to poverty were not too complimentary. However, they did not 
refer to his personal poverty, but rather to that poverty which 
gripped the poor in the slums of London. 

In his second essay “Sanctity and Song” (included in Father 
Connolly's Literary Criticisms by Francis Thompson), Thomp- 
son devotes almost the entire essay to a discussion of the poverty of 
St. Francis, and what he believed to be allied with poverty — pain 
— anent which he says poetically: 

Nothing begins, and nothing ends, 
That is not paid with moan; 

For we are born in other’s pain, 
And perish in our own. 

This seems to substantiate the fact that Thompson did try to 
imitate St. Francis, at least in his resignation. To make that imita- 





17. Ibid., Vol. 2, p. 125. 19. de la Warr, op. cit., p. 139. 
18, de la Warr, op. cit., p. 8. 20. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 13. 
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tion easier of attainment, Francis Thompson was formally en- 
rolled as a member of the Third Order of St. Francis, Capuchin 
branch, in their beautiful monastery church, as was previously 
mentioned. There can be no doubt but that Thompson had al- 
ways belonged in spirit to the great Franciscan family, and that 
this outward manifestation was but the culmination of an inward 
compulsion. 

Reflecting on his own poverty, Thompson addresses this plaint 
to his friend, Wilfred Meynell, in a poem aptly called “A Double 
Need:” 


I am left poor indeed; 
Gone is my sole and amends-making store, 
And I am needy with a double need. 2! 


Francis Thompson was not only poor, however; he had that 
spirit of detachment which is the virtue of poverty, and of which 
St. Francis preached to the poor of his day. The words included 
in Thompson’s awe-inspiring ode “To the Dead Cardinal at West- 


minster” might indeed be applied to himself: 
He lives detached days; 
He serveth not for praise; 
For gold 
He is not sold, 22 


It has been remarked that no son of the Poverello was more in- 


different to money than was Thompson, and not even fame’s 
financial reward seemed sufficient to keep him from falling into 
debt. This was due more from sublime indifference to temporal 
things than to improvidence, however. 

Simplicity. — The description of Franciscan simplicity as con- 
ceived by Francis Thompson, applies equally as well to himself: 


Franciscan simplicity itself needs definition. It is not an ignorant simplicity — 
the simplicity of the peasant. It consists, mainly, in the contentment of every man 
to be and appear just what he is. It matters not what his birth ... This assertive 
taking for granted that he is just himself combined with matter-of-fact thoughtfulness 
of others, makes him a gentleman whatever his trick of speech or manner... It is 
this lofty and unsought genuineness which makes the true poet take to the Franciscan, 
and the true Franciscan to the poet. For the Franciscan embodies in himself the 
poet’s ideal, . . . Two things in this world are poetry, and luckily do not know it: the 
child and the Franciscan. 23 


As Thompson links simplicity with childlikeness, some refer- 
ence may be made here to his “child” poetry. At least twelve of 
his poems are specifically addressed to children: “Daisy,” “The | 
Poppy,” “To Monica Thought Dying,” “The Making of Viola,” 





21. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 173. 

22; Ibid., Vol. 1, p. 105. 

23. Rev. Terence L. Connolly, S.J., Ph. D., Francis Thompson: In His Paths 
(Milwaukee: Bruce Publishing Co., 1944), p. 132. 
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“To My Godchild,” “To Olivia,” ““To a Child,” are among them. 
All of these contain words which show that Thompson saw beyond 
the child to the spirit: 

What think we of thy soul? 

Which has no parts, and cannot grow, 

Unfurled not from an embryo: 

Born of full stature, lineal to control; 

And yet a pigmy’s yoke must undergo: 24 

Thompson’s love for children was one of reverential awe; he 
feared them in the same manner, as these lines from ‘““To Olivia” 
prove: 

I fear thee more than hadst thou stood 

Full-panoplied in womanhood. 25 


One of Thompson’s much-quoted poems about the Divine 
Child, his “Ex Ore Infantium,” was composed while he was resid- 
ing at the Franciscan Friary at Pantasaph. But the proof, if 
further proof be needed, of his own desire to “become as a little 
child” is contained in the closing lines of his charming “To My 
Godchild:” 

And when, immortal mortal, drops your head, 

And you, the child of deathless song, are dead; 

Then, as you search with unaccustomed glance 

The ranks of Paradise for my countenance, 

Turn not your tread along the Uranian sod 

Among the bearded counsellors of God; 

For if in Eden as on earth are we, 

I sure shall keep a younger company: 


Pass by where wait, young poet-wayfarer, 

Your cousined clusters, emulous to share 

With you the roseal lightnings burning ‘mid their hair; 

Pass the crystalline sea, the Lampads seven: — 

Look for me in the nurseries of Heaven.’ 26 

Devotion to Mary. — St. Francis’ devotion to Mary, his heavenly 
Mother, is unquestioned. This devotion he proved in many ways, 
one of which was his composition of a stirring antiphon, as part of 
the “Office of the Lord’s Passion,” also composed by him. This 
antiphon opened the Office, was said after each psalm, and con- 
cluded the Office: 

Holy Virgin Mary, there is none in the world like unto thee born in the world 
among women, daughter and handmaid of the Most High King, the Heavenly Father, 
mother of our most holy Lord Jesus Christ, spouse of the Holy Spirit; pray for us, 
, with St. Michael the Archangel and all the virtues of heaven and all the Saints around 
your dear and most holy Son, our Lord and Master. 27 

The “Salutation of the Most Blessed Virgin” likewise shows the 
great confidence and filial love of St. Francis for our Blessed Lady: 





24. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 42. 26. Ibid., p. 14. 
25. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 42. 27. dela Warr, op. cit., p. 88. 
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Hail, O Blessed Lady, Queen most holy, Mother of God, Mary, perpetual Virgin, 
chosen from the highest Heaven by the Most Holy Father, consecrated by Him and 
by His most holy, dear Son and Spirit, the Consoler, you in whom are found and in 
whom dwell the fullness of grace and universal good. Hail, palace of God! Hail, 
temple of God! Hail, house of the Lord! Hail, clothing of the Lord! Hail, hand- 
maid of the Lord! Hail, Mother of God! Hail, O all ye holy virtues, which by the 
grace and illumination of the Holy Spirit you infuse in the heart of the faithful, and 
make of the faithless the disciples of God! Holy Mother of God, who are fair and 
gentle, invoke for us thy most sweet Son our Lord Jesus Christ, so that by His very 
pitiful mercy and the virtue of His most holy Incarnation and very cruel death, He 
may forgive us our sins. Amen. 28 


Certainly Francis Thompson’s works make clear his love and 
dependence upon her whom he besought to “Remember me, poor 
Thief of Song!” 2° The very titles of the poems which Thomp- 
son dedicated to Mary read like a litany: “Grace of the Way,” 
“Lines for a Drawing of Our Lady of the Night,” ““Assumpta Ma- 
ria,” and his now famous “The Passion of Mary.” ‘Throughout 
most of his other poems are interspersed apostrophes, prayers and 
reflections upon her who 

Sums all virtues that may be 
In her sweet light of purity. 30 

Is there not an echo of St. Francis’ “Salutation of the Blessed 
Virgin” with its rapturous invocations, in the lines taken from 
Thompson’s “Assumpta Maria?” 

Who is She, in candid vesture, 

Rushing up from out the brine? 
Treading with resilient gesture 

Air, and with that Cup divine? 
She in us and we in her are, 

Beating Godward: all that pine, 
Lo, a wonder and a terror — 

The Sun hath blushed the Sea to Wine! 
He the Anteros and Eros. 

She the Bride and Spirit; for 


Now the days of promise near us, 
And the Sea shall be no more. 31 
And again, from “A Carrier Song:” 
She that is Heaven’s Queen So thou, Regina mi, 
Her title borrows, Spes infirmorum, 
For that she, pitiful, With all our grieving crowned 
Beareth our sorrows. Mater dolorum! 32 


Reverence for Women. — Because of his great love for our 
Blessed Mother, St. Francis reverenced all women. Although the 
friendship of St. Francis with St. Clare is a matter of general know- 
ledge; his friendship with Jacopa de Settesoli is less well-known. 





28. Ibid., p. 85. 31. Ibid., Vol. 2, p. 50. 
29. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 51. 32. Ibid., Vol. 1, p. 73. 
30. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 154. 
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Jacopa was a Roman matron who always made St. Francis and 
his companions welcome when they visited Rome. Indeed, Francis - 
considered her home his Bethania, and Jacopa was Mary and 
Martha combined. Because of her manly appearance, St. Francis 
jokingly nicknamed her “Brother Jacopa.”” Knowing that Christ 
Himself permitted the ministrations of Martha and of the other 
holy women, St. Francis did not deny Jacopa the pleasure she 
derived from her charitable succor. Neither did he disdain 
writing to ask a favor of her when he lay dying: 

To the Lady Jacqueline, servant of the Most High, Brother Francis, Christ’s little 
poor one, sends greeting in the Lord and union in the Holy Spirit. Know, most dear 
one, that the blessed Christ in His goodness has revealed to me that the end of my life 
is near. That is why, if you wish to see me again alive, as soon as you have received 
this letter, hasten to come to St. Mary of the Angels. For if you do not come before 
that day, you will never find me again alive. And bring with you a hair-cloth sheet 


tu enshroud my body and wax for the burial. I beg you also to bring me some of the 
food you used to give me when I was ill in Rome. . . 33 


Francis Thompson, like the older Francis, had but few women 
friends. He paid actual addresses to but one — his guiding-star 
and faithful friend — Alice Meynell, who might be likened to St. 
Clare because of her spiritual influence upon the poet. In “Domus 
Tua” he proves his realization that the beautiful body is but a 
casket containing the priceless gem of the soul: 

A perfect woman — Thine be laud! 

Her body is a temple of God. 


At Doom-bar dare I make avows; 
I have loved the beauty of Thy house. 34 


In a similar strain, Thompson speaks in “Her Portrait:” 


How should I gauge what beauty is her dole, 

Who cannot see her countenance for her soul, 

I know not of her body till I find 

My flight debarred the heaven of her mind. 35 


Thompson disavowed the friendship of other women; indeed, 
in the poem just quoted he reveals his terror of most women: 


Yet I have felt what terrors may consort 

In women’s cheeks, the Graces’ soft resort; 
My hand hath shook at gentle hands’ access, 
And trembled at the waving of a tress; 





33. de la Warr, op. cit., p. 116. 35. Ibid., p. 81. 
34. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 71. 
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My blood known panic fear, and fled dismayed, 
Where ladies’ eyes have set their ambuscade; 

The rustle of a robe hath been to me 

The very rattle of love’s musketry; 

Although my heart hath beat the loud advance, 

I have recoiled before a challenging glance, 
Proved gay alarms where warlike ribbons dance. 36 


But there was one, she who had befriended Thompson in his 
hour of direst need, his Jacopa, of whom he had but the fondest 
remembrances. Although nameless, she is immortalized in the 
following lines, which occur in “Sister Songs:” 


Then there came past 
A child; like thee, a spring-flower, but a flower 
Fallen from the budded coronal of Spring, 
And through the city-streets blown withering, 
She passed, — O brave, sad, lovingest, tender thing! 
And of her own scant pittance did she give, 
That I might eat and live; 
Then fled, a swift and traceless fugitive. 
Therefore I kissed in thee 
The heart of Childhood, so divine for me; 
And her, through what sore ways, 
And what unchildish days, 
Borne from me now, as then, a trackless fugitive. 37 


Mysticism. — If mysticism is, as Francis Thompson has called it, 
“The Science of Love,” ** then certainly there can be no greater 
mystic than St. Francis. His love for God was so great that ‘he 
was frequently lost in ecstasy. Upon one such occasion he prayed: 


O Lord Jesus Christ, two favors I beg of thee before I die. The first is, that I 
may, as far-as it is possible, feel in my soul and in my body the suffering which thou, 
G gentle Jesus, sustained in thy bitter passion. And the second favor is, that I, as 
far as it is possible, may receive into my heart that excessive charity by which thou, 
the Son of God, wast inflamed, and which actuated thee willingly to suffer so much 
for us sinners, 39 


God heard his pleas, and on September 14, 1224, a seraph slowly 
approached Francis as he knelt in prayer. This seraph, with six 
luminous wings, slowly drew nearer, so that Francis could discern 
and clearly see that it bore an image of a crucified man, and its 
wings were so placed that two were raised over the head, two were 
extended for flight, and with two it covered its body. Brother Leo 
attests: 





36. Ibid., p. 84. 

37. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 29. 

38. Rev. Terence L. Connolly, S.J., Ph. D., Literary Criticisms by Francis Thomp- 
son (New York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1948), p. 449. 

39. Jorgensen, op. cit., p. 298. 
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After the vision and conversation with the Seraphim, after the impression of the 
wounds of Christ on his body, he composed these praises and wrote them on the back 


of this little page with his own hand, giving thanks to the Lord for the favour granted 
to him. 40 


The praises referred to are the “Laus Dei” in which Francis 
gave vent to his “Magnificat” for the blessings conferred upon 
him, in a prayerful chant which has been fittingly styled ‘The 
Praise of the Crucified:” 


Thou art the Holy Lord God; Thou art God of gods, Who alone workest marvels, 
Thou art strong, Thou art great, Thou art most high; 

Thou art almighty, Thou holy Father, King of heaven and earth. 

Thou art threefold and one; Lord God of gods. 


Thou art good, every good, the highest good; the Lord God, living and true; 
Thou art love, charity; Thou art wisdom; Thou art humility. 

Thou art patience; Thou, fortitude and prudence. 

Thou art justice and temperance; Thou art all our wealth and plenty. 


Thou art beauty, Thou art gentleness, Thou art the protector. 
Thou art the keeper and the defender. 
Thou art our refuge and strength; Thou art our faith, hope and charity. 
Thou art our great sweetness; Thou art our eternal life. 
Infinite Goodness, great and wonderful Lord God Almighty, 
Loving and merciful Saviour. 41 


Applying his own definition of mysticism to Francis Thompson, 
abundant evidences are to be found in his writings of the science 


of Love. Father Cuthbert, in an article published in the Catholic 
World, says: 


With him there is no effort in piercing the outward form to arrive at the inward 
spirit; . .. He is in truth but at intervals conscious of the material lodgment in which 
the spirit dwells. Was it not thus that St. Francis of Assisi regarded all creation? 42 


The author of The Message of Francis Thompson states 


Religious poets in general are endowed with a genius and power of imagination 
akin, albeit most remotely, to the true mystical vision of the saints ... The mission of 
such a poet is to... give the supernatural as many points of contact as possible with 
the natural; to enable us to apprehend by means of material symbols those spiritual 
realities which transcend human experience. 43 





40. de la Warr, op. cit., p. 80 

41. Rev. Fr. Cuthbert, OF. Cap., A Life of St. Francis (London: Longmans, 
Green & Co., 1913), p. 262. 

42. Father Cuthbert, O.S.F. Cap., “Francis Thompson,” Catholic World, LXXXVI, 
(January 1908), p. 482. 

43. A Sister of Notre Dame, The Message of Francis Thompson (London: Burns, 
Oates and Washbourne Ltd., 1920), p. 11. 
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That Thompson could detect genuine from spurious mysticism 
is evident from several essays contained in Father Connolly’s recent 
book. One is a criticism of Dean Inge’s “Studies of English Mys- 
tics” in which Thompson says: “The terms ‘mystic’ and ‘mys- 
ticism’ are so loosely used, that one is never sure beforehand what 
may be meant by them . _* must often mean mere religious. wil- 
fulness and whimsicality.” 

Thompson realized his own mystical peopenaiiies One section 
of his poems entitled “Sight and Insight’’ was to have been called 
“Mystical Poems.” Everard Meynell notes that ‘“Thompson’s 
wariness about the word marks his respect for it. # 

Perhaps no poem of Francis Thompson’s illustrates his mys- 
ticism better than the best-known and probably best-loved of his 
works, “The Hound of Heaven.” Many have claimed that the 
story of Francis Thompson’s spiritual wanderings are delineated 
in this bold and daring metaphor of the everlasting quest of the 
creature for happiness, and the everlasting quest of the Creator for 
the creature. Whether this be true or not, Father Kelly asserts: 

. he certainly must have thought and felt what he wrote. It is the soul of a 
Christian and a man who, having felt the mysterious strength of Divine Grace, is learn- 
ing or has learned that for the Grace of God there can be no substitute . . . Francis 
Thompson goes his way alone, . . . he is for and from all time; and his poem is one 
of the highest and sweetest expressions of the “true light which enlighteneth every 
man that cometh in the world.” 46 

Surely, in this poem, which speaks most intimately of things 
divine, Francis Thompson may be considered a mystic no less than 
the great Franciscan mystic who attained the heights on Mount 
Alverna when he received the great mark of favor from Him 
Whom he prayerfully contemplated as “My God and My All!” 

Perhaps it may be superfluous to quote from this general fa- 
vorite, but the opening and closing lines at least of ““The Hound 
of Heaven” must be voiced if a true picture of Thompson’s mys- 
ticism is to be revealed: 

I fled Him, down the nights and down the days; 

I fled Him, done the arches of the years; 

I fled Him, down the labyrinthine ways 


Of my own mind; and in the mist of tears 
I hid from Him, and under running laughter. 





44, Connolly, Literary Criticisms by Francis Thompson, op. cit., p. 437. 

45. Meynell, op. cit., p. 198. 

46. Reverend Michael Kelly, C.S.Sp., The Hound of Heaven of Francis Thompson. 
(Philadelphia: Peter Reilly, 1919), p. 16. 
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Up vistaed hopes I sped; 
And shot, precipitated, 
Adown Titanic glooms of chasmed fears 
From those strong Feet that followed, followed after, 
But with unhurrying chase, 
And unperturbed pace, 
Deliberate speed, majestic instancy, 
They beat — and a Voice beat 
More instant than the Feet — 
‘All things betray thee, who betrayest Me.’ 


Now of what long pursuit 
Comes on at hand the bruit; 
That Voice is round me like a bursting sea; 
‘And is thy earth so marred, 
Shattered in shard on shard? 
Lo, all things fly thee, for thou fliest Me! 
Strange, piteous, futile thing! 
Wherefore should any set thee love apart? 
Seeing none but I makes much of naught’ (He said), 
‘And human love needs human meriting: 
How hast thou merited — 
Of all men’s clotted clay the dingiest clot? 
Alack, thou knowest not 
How little worthy of any love thou art! 
Whom wilt thou find to love ignoble thee, 
Save Me, save only Me? 
All which I took from thee I did but take 
Not for thy harms, 
But just that thou might’st seek it in My arms. 47 


“The Hound of Heaven” is the triumphant cry of a soul tried 
and purified in the fire of tribulation, much as the Seraph of 
Assisi’s “Praise of the Crucified” expressed his joy at perfect union 
with God. 

Love of Nature. — The feelings of St. Francis about nature gave 
him a predilection for all living beings. He never confounded 
himself or God with nature, but out of this common relationship 
with the one and the same Father he saw in all living beings only 
his brothers and sisters. This constant joy in God inspired the 
“Canticle of Brother Sun” — a poem which for beauty of phrasing 
and sublimity of thought cannot be surpassed. His early biogra- 
phers record that it was written 


after a forty nights’ vigil, following an ecstasy. St. Francis ordered Brother Leo 
to take a pen and write and he then intoned the praise of creatures and ordered the 
brothers to learn them by heart, so that they might recite them every day. 48 





47, Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 2, pp. 88 and 93. 


48. Benjamin Francis Musser, Franciscan Poets (New York: Macmillan Co., 
1933), p. 105. 
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All the beauty of St. Francis’ soul, and his ardent love for God 
is revealed in this praise of creatures which he sang, not in his 
faulty French or Latin, but in his mother tongue: 


THE CANTICLE OF BROTHER SUN 
Most high omnipotent, good Lord, 
Praise, glory and honor and benediction all, are Thine, 
To Thee alone do they belong, most High, 
And there is no man fit to mention Thee. 


Praised be to Thee, my Lord, with all Thy creatures, 

Especially to my worshipful brother sun, 

The which lights up the day, and through him dost Thou brightness give; 
And beautiful is he and radiant with splendor great; 

Of Thou, most High, signification gives. 


Praised be my Lord, for sister moon and for the stars, 

In heaven Thou hast formed them clear and precious and fair. 
Praised be my Lord for brother wind 

And for the air and clouds and fair and every kind of weather. 


By the which Thou givest to Thy creatures nourishment, 
Praised be my Lord for sister water, 
The which is greatly helpful and humble and precious and pure. 


Praised be my Lord for brother fire, 
By the which Thou lightest up the dark, 
And fair is he and gay and mighty and strong. 


Praised be my Lord for our sister, mother earth, 
The which sustains and keeps us 
And brings forth diverse fruits and grace and flowers bright. 


O Creatures all! praise and bless my Lord, and grateful be. 
And serve Him with deep humility. 49 


Later Francis composed the following stanza: 


. while still resting at San Damiano, in a hut of reeds in the convent garden. 
An ancient quarrel between the Bishop and Municipality burst into flame, and Brother 
Pacificus, laureate of the Order, who had been commanded to go out with a company 
of singing friars to make this Canticle known to the world, was sent to summon the 
magistrates to the Bishop’s palace. There the poet and several other friars sang the 
beautiful Canticle, adding this stanza, after which peace was restored. 50 


Praised be my Lord for those who for Thy love forgive 
And weakness bear and tribulation, 

Blessed those who shall in peace endure, 

For by Thee, most High, shall they be crowned. 


Just before his death, St. Francis desired the brethren to sing 
to him the now familiar “Canticle of Brother Sun,” which they 





49. Robinson, op. cit., p. 154. 50. Musser, op. cit., p. 105. 
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did, weeping as they sang. When they reached the last verse, 
Francis, now again all fervour of joy, added yet another stanza: 


Praised be my Lord for our sister, the bodily death, 

For the which no living man can flee. 

Woe to them who die in mortal sin; 

Blessed those who shall find themselves in Thy Most holy will, 
For the second death shall do them no ill. 5! 


This Canticle is an extremely characteristic work, and much of 
St. Francis could be reconstructed from this one poem alone. Not 
to many poets has it been given to remember their poems in the 
several crises of their lives, as did Francis, much less to live one of 
their own compositions. 

Criticisms of this poem abound. Francis Thompson (whose 
“Ode to the Setting Sun” was most likely inspired by this hymn 
of St. Francis’), in his essay “Nature’s Immortality,” remarks: 


Absolute Nature lives not in our life, but lives in the life of God; and in so far, 
and so far merely, as man himself lives in that life, does he come into sympathy with 
Nature, and Nature with him, . . . Not Shelley, not Wordsworth himself, ever drew so 
close to the heart of Nature as did the Seraph of Assisi, who was close to the Heart 


of God. 52 

Musser denies what some less sympathetic authors have chosen 
to read into this beautiful “Praise of the Creatures,” as it is some- 
times called — that it is tinged’ with Pantheism. He says: “It is 
not a hymn ¢o the creatures, it is an offering of all creatures’ praises 
to God.” ®3 And Father Felder remarks that “. . . it is more than 
the swan-song of the Saint; it is the symbol of the genius of his 
life and his Ideals.” 54 

Just as St. Francis voiced his hymn after having been trans- 
ported in an ecstasy to the seventh heaven, so Francis Thompson 
received his inspiration for his immortal ode when he saw, at 
Storrington, the glory of the sunset cast upon the crucifix erected 
in the monastery grounds. No doubt the hymn of St. Francis 
passed through his mind, for the thought content almost parallels 
that of St. Francis’ “Canticle.” In this ode, Thompson reviews 
the long, long history of the sun, through cycle after cycle, until 
the culmination is reached: 





51. Robinson, op. cit., p. 154. 

52. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 3, pp. 78 - 92. 

53. Musser, op. cit., p. 104. 

54. Hilarin Felder, O.F.M. Cap., The Ideals of St. Francis of Assisi, (New York: 
Benziger Bros., 1925), p. 428. 
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Alpha and Omega, sadness and mirth, 

The springing music, and its wasting breath — 
The fairest things in life are Death and Birth, 

And of these two the fairer thing is Death. 


It is the falling star that trails the light, 
It is the breaking wave that hath the might, 
The passing shower that rainbows maniple. 
Is it not so, O thou down-striken Day, 
That draw’st thy splendours round thee in thy fall? 
High was thine Eastern pomp inaugural; 
But thou dost set in statelier pageantry, 
Lauded with tumults of a firmament: 


Yet ere Olympus thou wast, and a god! 
Though we deny thy nod, 
We cannot spoil thee of thy divinity. 
What know we elder than thee? 
When thou didst, bursting from the great void’s husk. 
Leap like a lion on the throat o’ the dusk; 
When the angels rose-chapleted 
Sang each to other, 
The vaulted blaze overhead 
Of their vast pinions spread, 
Hailing thee brother: 
If with exultant tread 
Thou foot the Eastern sea, 
Or like a golden bee 
Sting the West to angry red, 
Thou dost image, thou dost follow 
That King-Maker of Creation, 
Who, ere Hellas hailed Apollo, 
Gave thee, angel-god, thy station; 
Thou are of Him a type memorial. 
Like Him thou hang’st in dreadful pomp of blood 
Upon thy Western rood; 
And His stained brow did vail like thine to night, 
Yet life once more Its light, 
And risen, again departed from our ball, 
But when it set on earth arose in Heaven. 
Thus hath He unto death His beauty given: 55 


Can there be any thought of Paganism or Pantheism in the words 
just quoted? Yet, Thompson was accused of Pantheism, no less 
than was St. Francis — he, who, as Liam Brophy points out: 


. + pointed to St. Francis of Assisi as the highest type of the poet of nature at a 
time when England was immersed in materialism, and when Tennyson was writing 
beautiful nature poetry inspired by nothing more than «2 vibrant or soul-nourishing 
honest doubt. 56 





55. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, pp. 94 ff. 56. Brophy, op. cit., p. 133. 
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Just as St. Francis praised God for “our sister, the bodily death” 
in the epilogue to his Canticle, so Francis Thompson, in the “After- 
Strain” to the above ode, acknowledges the inevitability of death, 


and voices his longing to be with Christ eternally: 
Now with wan ray that other sun of Song 
Sets in the bleakening waters of my soul: 
One step, and lo! the Cross stands gaunt and long 
‘Twixt me and yet bright skies, a presaged dole.’ 


Even so, O Cross. Thine is the victory. 
Thy roots are fast within our fairest fields; 
Brightness may emanate in Heaven from thee, 
Here thy dread symbol only shadow yields. 


My soul is quitted of death-neighboring swoon, 
Who shall not slake her immitigable scars 
Until she hear ‘My sister!’ from the moon, 
An take the kindred kisses of the stars. 57 


The rising and the setting of the sun, which moved Thompson 
more deeply than any other sight in Nature, is the true symbol of 
his life and poetry. The morning sun in the glory of its splendor, 
climbing to the zenith of its power, is to Thompson a symbol of 
God, the Creator; and in the evening, as it fades away and leaves 


the world to darkness, it becomes a symbol of the God-man, dying 


on Calvary. This conception is reminiscent of the words of St. 
Francis: 


In the morning, when the sun rises, all men ought to praise God, who created it 
for our use, for all things are made visible by it. But in the evening, when it is night, 
all men ought to praise God for Brother. Fire, which gives our eyes light at night. 


For we are all like the blind, but God gives our eyes light by means of these two 
brothers. 58 


The “Orient Ode” of Francis Thompson is replete with imagery 
— imagery inspired by the liturgy of the Church. In this poem he 
describes the earth’s beauty, derived from the warmth of the sun, 


the source of many blessings. The opening lines of this ode lift 
the reader to sublime heights: 


Lo, in the sanctuaried East, 

Day, a dedicated priest 

In all his robes pontifical exprest, 
Lifteth slowly, lifteth sweetly, 

From out its Orient tabernacle drawn, 
Yon orbed sacrament confest 





57. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 103. 58. Jorgensen, op. cit., p. 312. 
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Which sprinkles benediction through the dawn; 
And when the grave procession’s ceased, 

The earth with due illustrious rite 

Blessed, — ere the frail fingers featly 

Of twilight, violet-cassocked acolyte, 

His sacerdotal stoles unvest — 

Sets, for high close of the mysterious feast, 
The sun in august exposition meetly 

Within the flaming monstrance of the West. 


Lo, of thy Magians I the least 

Haste with my gold, my incenses and myrrhs, 

To thy desired epiphany, from the spiced 

Regions and odorous of Song’s traded East. 

Thou, for the life of all that live 

The victim daily born and sacrificed; 

To whom the pinion of this longing verse 

Beats with fire which first thyself didst give, 

To thee, O Sun — or is’t perchance to Christ? 59 

St. Francis understood God’s presence among his creatures; 
when he felt the immovable firmness and strength of the cliffs and 
rocks, he directly felt that God is strong and is to be trusted. The 
sight of a flower in the silence of the early morning or of the mouth 
of a little bird confidently opened, revealed to him the pure beauty 
of God and His purity and the endless tenderness of the Creator. 

So, too, nothing in nature was too insignificant for Thompson 
to notice. Many have atyled him “Nature’s Troubador.” Although 
most of ‘Thompson’s nature poems are full of symbolism, as are the 
ones already quoted, he has some charming shorter gems which 
merit repeating. One is “Field-Flower” from which the following 
lines are taken: 


God took a fit of Paradise-wind, His fingers pushed it through the sod — 
A slip of coerule weather, It came up redolent of God, 

A thought as simple as Himself, Garrulous of the eyes of God 
And ravelled them together. To all the breezes near it; 

Unto His eyes He held It there, Musical of the mouth of God 

To teach it gazing debonair To all had ears to hear it; 
With memory of what, perdie, Mystical with the mirth of God, 

A God’s young innocenses were. That glow-like did ensphere it. 60 


“To a Snowflake” is likewise an exquisite piece, which we 
commend to the readers’ attention. §! 


CONCLUSION 
It appears from the contents of the one hundred and fifty note- 
books which Thompson left behind, and which were practically his 





59. Thompson, op. cit., p. 194. 61. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 2, p. 164. 
60. Ibid., p. 162. 
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only possessions, that he was not so indolent nor so idle as many 
thought; or as he sometimes led his friends to believe. It is a marvel 
that Thompson, always so delicate in health, accomplished as much 
as he did; yet maintained the consistently high quality which is 
manifest in most of his work. 

Can there be any doubt, after reading the many quotations and 
references from both Thompson’s prose writings and his poetry, 
that he was deeply versed in the spirit and the writings of his glori- 
ous namesake? Certainly, like St. Francis, Francis Thompson car- 
ried the spirit of Catholicism with him into the highways and by- 
ways of the world’s life, and whatever he found true and noble in 
this life, the Franciscan spirit within him appropriated to himself, 
purifying earthly things of mere earthliness and investing them with 
a Catholic immortality. In this he was akin to his sainted spiritual 
father. “He himself might not be a saint, but the burden of his 
writings is the enduring beauty of sanctity in mortal life,” writes 
Father Cuthbert. ® 

Father Terence Connolly declares: “Whoever fails to understand 
this ideal of Thompson’s cannot hope to grasp the true meaning of 
his poetry.” 


The following excerpt from Thompson’s essay “Form and 
Formalism” boldly states this aim: 


Theology and philosophy are the soul of truth; but they must be clothed with 
flesh, to create an organism which can come down and live among men. Therefore 
Christ became incarnate to create Christianity. Be it spoken with reverence, a great 
poet who is likewise a great thinker does for truth what Christ did for God, the 
Supreme Truth. 64 


Even today Thompson’s admirers are made conscious of his Fran- 
ciscan propensities, for the portrait in which he is pictured in his 
Third Order of St. Francis habit reminds the beholders that it was 
under the persuasion and ministrations of the saint’s devoted sons 
that Thompson wrote his greatest works. This portrait, which is 
a copy produced by John Lavelle from a sketch drawn by the Hon- 
orable Nevilly Lytton a few weeks before the poet’s death, now 
hangs in the Thompson Room at Boston College. 

No more appropriate conclusion could be sought, in an attempt 
to demonstrate the Franciscan spirit in the writings of Francis 





62. Cuthbert, op. cit., p. 480. 

63. Connolly, Francis Thompson: In His Paths, cit., p. 199. 
64. Thompson, op. cit., Vol. 3, p. 71. 

65. Connolly, Francis Thompson: In His Paths, cit., p. 198. 
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Thompson than the poem which follows. In this poem, first pub- 
lished in Franciscan Annals, October 1893, and which is listed in 
the Bibliography of uncollected verses at the end of Father Terence 
L. Connolly’s edition of Thompson’s poems, the poet pays loving 
tribute to his humble namesake. 

When everything else which has been said in these pages may 
be forgotten, may these lines linger in the thoughts of the reader, 
to imbue him with a better realization of the Franciscan spirit, a 
deeper veneration for the originator of that spirit, and a more co- 
gent appreciation of the way in which Francis Thompson mani- 
fested that spirit in his writings! It has long appeared to the pres- 
ent writer to be a perfect encomium of the Seraph of Assisi. 


FRANCISCUS CHRISTIFICATUS 
Thief that hast leaped Heaven’s star-spiked wall! 
Christ’s exultant bacchanal! 
Wine smears on thy hand and foot 
Of the Vine that struck its root 
Deep in virgin soil, and was 
Trained against the reared Cross; 
Nay, thy very side its stain 
Hath, to make it redly plain 
How in the wassail quaffed full part 
That flown vintager, thy heart. 
Christ in blood stamps Himself afresh 
On thy Veronica-veil of flesh. 


Lovers, looking with amaze on 

Each other, would be that they gaze on! 
So for man’s love God would be 

Man, and man for His love He: — 
What God in Christ, man has in thee, 
God gazed on man, and grew embodied, 
Thou, on Him gazing, turnst engodded; 
But though He hold thy brow’s spread tent 
His little Heaven above Him bent, 

The sceptring reed suffices THEE, - 
Which smote Him into sovereignty. 


Thou who thoughtest thee too low 
For his priest, thou shalt not so 
‘Scape Him, and unpriested go! 
In thy hand thou wouldst not hold Him, 
In thy flesh thou shalt enfold Him; 
Bread wouldst not change to Him — ah, see! 
How He doth change Himself to thee! 
Sr. M. CATHERINE Freperic, O.S.F. 


Ladycliff Academy, 
Highland Falls, N.Y. 


(Conclusion) 





GENERAL CHAPTER AT GENOA BETWEEN 1399 AND 1402 
MENTIONED IN LETTER OF POPE BONIFACE IX 


The Papal Letter reproduced here is from a copy in the unpublished Register of 
Thomas Arundell, Archbishop of Canterbury from 1396 to 1414.1 The editor of the 
Calendar of Papal Letters 2 was evidently unaware of the existence of this copy. He 
gives a summary in English, of the first part only, of the copy in the Vatican Archives. 
Neither copy is referred to in the Bullarium Franciscanum.3 The letter is of par- 
ticular interest as it refers to a General Chapter held at Genoa sometime between the 
two General Chapters of Assisi 1399 and 1402. I have not found it mentioned by 
any of the well-known historians of the Franciscan Order. 

The letter states that the English Provincial, John Tyssyngton4 had asked a Flo- 
rentine friar minor, Francesco Manetti, then studying at Oxford and about to leave 
for Italy, to bring back with him a privilege or indult based on the constitution Vas 
electionis 5 of John XXII. In order to obtain it Manetti had to borrow money which 
the provincial promised to refund him on his return. He brings back the privilege; 
but finds that John Tyssyngton had died meanwhile. As his successor refuses to pay 
the expenses incurred by him, Manetti brings the matter before the General Chapter 
at Assisi and obtains a favorable judgment. The expenses must be refunded to him 
by John Tyssyngton’s successor.6 The new provincial persists in his refusal to meet 
the debt and Manetti brings his case to the notice of the General Chapter held at 
Genoa and, once again, the judgment is in his favor; but still the provincial will not 
settle for his predecessor’s debt. Poor Manetti, probably hard pressed by his creditors 
and still unable to obtain satisfaction from the provincial, fearing lest the legal com- 
plications in which the case by this time has become involved will prevent him from 


ever recovering his expenses asks the Minister General 7 to approach the Pope on his 
behalf. Boniface IX decides to cut through all the legal entanglements. He em- 
powers the Archbishop of Canterbury to try and settle the matter out of court. Should, 
however, the provincial prove obdurate, the Archbishop is to insist on the judgments 
given at the General Chapters above mentioned being executed and on the debt being 
paid, notwithstanding any immunities the provincial may enjoy or any legal difficulties 
that might have arisen meanwhile. 


That is as far as the letter takes us. However at this juncture another complication 
had arisen. Tyssyngton’s successor, Nicholas Fakenham, had been relieved of his 
office 8 and had been in his turn succeeded by John Zouche,9 who would therefore 





1. Thomas Arundell’s Register, fol. 19 recto and verso. The Registers of the 
Archbishops of Canterbury are kept in the Lambeth Palace Library which was damaged 
during the War and is not yet completely repaired. I should like here to thank Miss 
Irene Churchill, the Assistant Librarian, for her unfailing courtesy and patience in 
spite of the many difficulties caused by the repairs in progress. 

Calendar of Papal Letters, Vol. V, p. 571; Stationery Office, London. 
Lateran Regesta, Vol. CX, Vatican Archives as quoted in the above Calendar. 
John Tyssyngton, S.T.P. Oxon., 27th Provincial. 
Extrav. com. 1. V, t. Ill, c. 2 Vas electionis (Friedberg II, c. 1291). 
Nicholas Fakenham, S.T.D., Oxon., 28th Provincial. 
Henry Alfieri, Minister General, 1387-1405. 

. He was probably relieved of his office as provincial at the provincial chapter 

at Leicester, 15th August 1401. He lived on until 1405. 
9. John Zouche, S.T.D., Oxon., 29th Provincial from 1401-1407. 
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be the provincial to be called by the Archbishop on the receipt of the Pope’s letter. 
Unfortunately as no further references to the case have come to light it is not known 
if Manetti was ever paid. 

The Constitution Vas electionis doctor eximius et egregius praedicator, to give its 
opening phrase in full to distinguish it from the Bull, Vas electionis, of Boniface VIII 19, 
was cited by the mendicant orders whenever their confessional privileges were im- 
pugned. Sometimes the friars thought it expedient to have it re-affirmed by the 
reigning pontiff. 

Two such solemn re-affirmations are known to me. One was at the joint request 
of the superiors of the four mendicant orders during the pontificate of Innocent VI. 
The Archbishop of Armagh’s attack on the friars in 1357 had raised bad blood between 
some of the secular clergy and the friars. Lest the relations between them should 
become steadily worse, Innocent VI had acceded to their request and solemnly con- 
firmed the Bull Vas electionis. The story of this controversy is given in Wadding. !! 
The second is the letter !2 of Boniface IX dated 3rd May 1395, in which the pope 
insists that the Dominicans and Franciscans should not be molested; but the Vas 
electionis of John XXII should be observed. This letter, which apparently is not 
given in the Bullarium of the Dominicans, nor the Bullarium Franciscanum nor in the 
Turin edition of the Bullarium Romanum, though noted in the Calendar of Papal 
Rescripts, Part IV, p. 512, would seem to be the privilege Francesco Manetti was 
asked to procure. 

This time it was not the manner of administering the Sacrament of Penance but 
the Sacrament itself that was the object of the attack. Wycliff after his condemna- 
tion at Oxford and London submitted and lived in retirement; but his ideas were 
taken up by his followers and made political capital of by the Lollards. It was but 
natural that ill-feeling against the friars should be once more artificially stimulated. 
John Tyssyngton was well aware of the facts. As Regent Professor of Theology at 
Oxford he had taken an active part in the University’s condemnation of Wycliff in 1381 
and had been present at the Council of Stamford in 1392 when the Lollard heresy 
had been condemned. He must have felt that some strong papal pronouncement was 
necessary. It was his duty, now that he was Provincial, to protect and safeguard the 
privileges of the Order in England. He enlists the good offices of Francesco Manetti. 
It is a pity he died before he could show his gratitude to the Florentine friar who, to 
use the Pope’s own words, had faithfully served both him and his English brethren. 

The letter of the 2nd August 1402 mentions two General Chapters, one at Assisi 
and another held nuper at Genoa. Holzapfel 13 in his list of General Chapters gives 
two held at Assisi, one in 1399 and the other in 1402. The General Chapter at Genoa 
must have been held between these dates. Manetti brought his case up first at the 
General Chapter at Assisi in 1399 and afterwards at the Chapter at Genoa. Genoa 
cannot be a mistake twice repeated for Assisi. Had he had to wait to present his 
case again until 14th May 1402, the date of the Assisi Chapter held that year, he 
would not have had sufficient time to continue the negotiations with the English pro- 
vincial, and on their failure, to appeal to the General for help in obtaining the sym- 
pathetic inierest of the Pope; to say nothing of the time it would take to prepare the 
letter and get it signed by the 2nd August. Probably steps were first taken in the 





10. Extrav. com. 1. Ill, t. X, cap. un. Vas electionis Paulus Apostolus (Friedberg 
II, c. 1280), cf. Bullarium Franciscanum (21st July 1321) Vol. V, p. 208. 

11. Vol. VIII, pp. 149-151, New Edition. 

12. The V. Rev. Aniceto Chiappini, Archivist of the Order of Friars Minor writes 
that no letter of this date is given in the Bullarium of the Dominicans (Ed. O. Ripol) ; 
nor in the Bullarium Franciscanum nor in the Bullarium Romanum, Turin Edition, 
1859, 

13. Dr. H. Holzapfel, Manuale Historiae Ordinis Fratrum Minorum (Friburg, Br., 
1909). 
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Roman Curia towards the end of 1401 or the beginning of 1402. A chapter held at 
Genoa would be the last General Chapter of which the parties were then aware and 
would be referred to as held nuper. Moreover Manetti would have had time after the 
Chapter of 1399 to prepare his case for the Chapter in 1400, if one were held that 
year, owing to the protracted nature of the negotiations. The most probable date of 
the General Chapter at Genoa would therefore be Whitsun 1401. 

As the Pope seems to imply in his letter, John Tyssyngton had informally arranged 
with Manetti for him to procure the privilege and had promised to pay whatever 
expenses should be incurred. He sees no reason why a matter undertaken amicably 
should not be settled in the same spirit. Once however the matter became a legal 
affair through Fakenham’s refusal to pay, it became so complicated, as can be judged 
from the need to dispense with the Constitution Exivi de Paradiso and the other papal 
pronouncement of Boniface VIII about the jurisdiction of ecclesiastical courts and the 
summoning of witnesses, that the only solution was a direct intervention by the Sov- 
ereign Pontiff. 

Anyone familiar with the Registers or Act Books of the English medieval bishops 
can have no doubt that the copy of the Papal Letter in Arundell’s Register is as nearly 
contemporaneous with the original as makes no difference. It was probably entered 
up by the Bishop’s secretary within a few days of its receipt from the Roman Curia. 
It is written with greater care than the average run of entries in the book as is befit- 
ting a letter from the Pope. The handwriting is therefore not cursive and is clear and 
easy to read. 

In the margin, to serve as a subject heading, is written: Delegatio in causa ver- 
tente inter fratres minores. The initial letter, as is usual in more elaborate entries, 
was left to be inserted in a more decorative form and has remained unwritten through- 


out the centuries. For the rest, in the transcription given below, only the spelling 
has been modernized. 


Text Or LETTER 


(B) onifatius Papa IX venerabili fratri Archiepiscopo cantuariensis salutem et 
apostolicam benedictionem. Justis et honestis supplicum votis libenter annuimus 
illaque prosequimur favoribus opportunis. Sane petitio dilectorum filiorum Henrici 
generalis ministri et Francisci Manetti de Florentia, ordinis fratrum minorum profes- 
sorum, nobis exhibita continebat quod olim inter quondam Johannem Tyssyngtone, 
provincialem ministrum provinciae Anglicanae ordinis praedictae nomine ipsorum 
fratrum provinciae praedictae ex una parte, necnon eundem Franciscum qui tunc in 
loco Oxoniae Lincolniensis diocesis etiam juxta eundem morem pro eius cursu in sacra 
theologia faciendo studebat, super eo quod idem Franciscus Romanam curiam per- 
sonaliter visitare deberet causa quoddam privilegium a nobis ac communi utilitati ac 
commodo ministri provincialis ac fratrum provinciae praefatorum super constitutione 
felicis recordationis Johannis papae XXIIdi praedecessoris nostri quae incipit Vas 
electionis impetrandi, nonnulla pacta et conventiones super expensas quas proinde 
dictum Franciscum facere oporteret et alias tunc expressas ac eorum auctorisatione 
ex altera, inita et facta fuerunt: quodque praefatus Franciscus de pactis et conven- 
tionibus ipsis bene confisus ad eandem curiam accessit in qua dictum privilegium 
juxta voluntatem praedicti Johannis ministri sive secundum conventiones et pacta 
huiusmodi reportavit a nobis: in hoc non est dubium provinciae et fratribus ipsis 
serviendo fideliter et devote. Cumque successive dictus Johannes minister in illis 
partibus decessisset antequam praefatus Franciscus praedictum privilegium sibi in 
Regno praedicto posset commode praesentare, ipse Franciscus cuidam alteri qui tunc 
in ministeriatus officio huiusmodi provinciae praefatae eidem Johanni quondam 
ministro successerat necnon fratribus ipsis dictae provinciae praefatum privilegium 
praesentasset requirens est quod juxta conventiones et pacta huiusmodi se sibi gratos 
exhiberent et quandam pecuniarum summam per quosdam probos bona fide sibi mutuo 
concessam etiam tunc expressam quam proinde exposuerat solverent cum effectu. 
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lidem successor et fratres eiusdem provinciae requisitionem ipsam transeuntes aure 
surda dictam summam sibi restituere et alias ipsas conventiones et pacta observare 
contra justitiam recusarunt, hactenus et recusant, etiam in hac parte ingratitudinis 
vitio laborando propter quod idem Franciscus in capitulo generali eorundem fratrum 
tunc apud civitatem nostram Assisinatem quamdam sententiam pro se contra successo- 
rem et fratres ipsos de dicta provincia et nuper in alio generali capitulo etiam dictorum 
fratrum tunc Januae celebratis, executionem praedictae sententiae sub dictis formis 
et secundum dictum morem se asserit reportasse. Cum antea sicut eadem petitio 
subjungebat Franciscus dubitet quod praedicti successor et fratres dictae provinciae 
forsan effectum sententiae et executionis eorundem in ipsius majus dispendium et 
gravamen: per litium amfractus sive cavillosas juris subtilitates in longum protrahere 
velint sive non curent ipsi finem et executioni parere, pro parte dicti Francisci fuit 
nobis humiliter supplicatum ut providere sibi super hoc opportune de benignitate 
apostolica dignaremur. 

Nos igitur conventionum et pactorum ac sententiae necnon executionis huiusmodi 
tenores haberi volentes praesentibus pro expressis et attendentes rationi fore consonum 
quod dicto Francisco juxta eadem conventiones et pacta satisfiat per eosdem succes- 
sorem et fratres provinciae memoratae ac huiusmodi supplicationibus inclinati frater- 
nitati tuae per apostolica scripta mandamus quatenus vocatis ministro provinciali sive 
successore et fratribus praedictae provinciae et aliis qui fuerunt evocandi et auditis 
hincinde propositis summarie simpliciter et de plano et sine strepitu et figura judicii 
inter partes ipsas auctoritate nostra super premissis si voluerint amicabiliter com- 
ponere non postponas ... Alioquin sententiam ipsam etiam si juris solemnitates in 
ea et subsecuta executione ipsa in eisdem capitulis Assisii et Januae celebratis non 
intervenerunt sive alii defectus per quos de nullitate quomodolibet impugnari possent 
comprehendantur in ipsis et eis non obstantibus debite exequaris vel de novo causam 
eadem auctoritatem juxta eadem conventiones et pacta prima ratione decidas faciens 
quod decreveris per censuram ecclesiasticam firmiter observari. Testes antea qui 
fuerunt pominati si se gratia odio vel timore subtraxerint censura simili appellatione 
cessante compellas veritati testimonium perhibere. Non obstantibus eiusdem praede- 
cessoris !4 alia quae incipit Exivi de paradiso necnon pie memorie Bonifatii VIII etiam 
praedecessoris nostri qua cavetur ne aliqui extra suas civitates et dioceseos (in quibus 
deputati fuerint) 15 nisi in certis exceptis casibus et in illis ultra unam diocesim a fine 
suarum a sede apostolica deputati ad judicium evocentur. Seu ne judices ips} extra 
civitates et dioceseos in quibus deputati fuerint contra aliquos procedere sive alii vel 
aliis vices suas committere praesumant, et de una aut duabus dictis in consilio generali 
ut etiam de personis ultra certum minimum ad judicium non vocandis et aliis consti- 
tutionibus aptis contrariis quibuscumque. Seu si ordini praefato ab eadem sede sit 
indultum quod personae ipsius ordinis ad judicium trahi aut suspendi vel excom- 
municari seu ipsae aut dicti ordinis loca interdici non possint per litteras apostolicas 
non facientes plenam et expressam ac de verbo ad verbum de indulto huiusmodi men- 
tionem et qualibet alia dictae sedis indulgentia generali vel speciali cuiuscumque 
tenoris existat per quam praesentibus non expressam vel totaliter non insertam tuae 
jurisdictionis explicatis in hac parte valeat quomodolibet impediri quae quo ad hoc 
ipsis nolumus aliquatenus suffragari. Datum Romae apud sanctum petrum iiij non. 
augusti pontificatus nostri anno tertiodecimo. 

Conrad Watmstey, 0.F.M. 

S. Chiara, Naples. 





14. John XXII only confirmed this constitution Oct. 1, 1317. It was originally 
promulgated by Clement V, May 6, 1312. 

15. The words in round brackets are erased. The scribe had nearly omitted 
one or two lines. 
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